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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TERRY). Members are advised there are 
2 minutes left in this vote. 

b 2150 
Mr. SIMMONS, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, 

and Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois changed 
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 572, House 
Concurrent Resolution 308 is adopted. 

The text of the concurrent resolution 
is as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 308 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), That, in the enrollment of 
the bill (H.R. 3058) making appropriations for 
the Departments of Transportation, Treas-
ury, and Housing and Urban Development, 
the Judiciary, District of Columbia, and 
independent agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2006, and for other pur-
poses, the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives shall make the following correction: 

In the second paragraph (relating to the 
Economic Development Initiative) under the 

heading ‘‘Community Development Fund’’ in 
title III of division A, strike ‘‘statement of 
managers accompanying this Act’’ and insert 
‘‘statement of managers correction relating 
to the Economic Development Initiative, 
dated November 18, 2005, and submitted by 
the Chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives for 
printing in the House section of the Congres-
sional Record on such date’’. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on H. Res. 572. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Ms. Curtis, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed 
bills of the House and a concurrent res-
olution of the following titles: 

H.R. 680. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Interior to convey certain land held in trust 
for the Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah to the 
City of Richfield, Utah, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 2062. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 57 West Street in Newville, Pennsylvania, 
as the ‘‘Randall D. Shughart Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 2183. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 567 Tompkins Avenue in Staten Island, 
New York, as the ‘‘Vincent Palladino Post 
Office’’. 

H.R. 3853. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 208 South Main Street in Parkdale, Ar-
kansas, as the Willie Vaughn Post Office. 

H.R. 4145. An act to direct the Joint Com-
mittee on the Library to obtain a statue of 
Rosa Parks and to place the statue in the 
United States Capitol in National Statuary 
Hall, and for other purposes. 

H. Con. Res. 208. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the 50th anniversary of Rosa Louise 
Parks’ refusal to give up her seat on the bus 
and the subsequent desegregation of Amer-
ican society. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate passed a bill of the House with 
an amendment of the following title: 

H.R. 358. An act to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of the 50th anniversary of the desegrega-
tion of the Little Rock Central High School 
in Little Rock, Arkansas, and for other pur-
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed bills of the following 
titles in which concurrence of the 
House is requested. 

S. 1047. An act to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of each of the Nation’s past Presidents 
and their spouses, respectively, to improve 
circulation of the $1 coin, to create a new 
bullion coin, and for other purposes. 

S. 1462. An act to promote peace and ac-
countability in Sudan, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1785. An act to amend chapter 13 of title 
17, United States Code (relating to the vessel 
hull design protection), to clarify the dis-
tinction between a hull and a deck, to pro-
vide factors for the determination of the 
protectability of a revised design, to provide 
guidance for assessments of substantial simi-
larity, and for other purposes. 

S. 1961. An act to extend and expand the 
Child Safety Pilot Program. 

S. 1989. An act to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
57 Rolfe Square in Cranston, Rhode Island, 
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Holly 
A. Charette Post Office’’. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to that report of the 
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H.R. 2528) ‘‘An Act making appro-
priations for military quality of life 
functions of the Department of De-
fense, military construction, the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2006, and for other 
purposes.’’. 

f 

EXPRESSING SENSE OF HOUSE 
THAT DEPLOYMENT OF FORCES 
IN IRAQ BE TERMINATED IMME-
DIATELY 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
the rule, I call up the resolution (H. 
Res. 571) expressing the sense of the 
House of Representatives that the de-
ployment of United States forces in 
Iraq be terminated immediately, and 
ask for its immediate consideration in 
the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 571 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives that the deployment of 
United States forces in Iraq be terminated 
immediately. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 572, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

On October 15 of this year, 63 percent 
of Iraq’s eligible voters stood in the 
suffocating heat for hours risking their 
lives to suicide bombers and guns. And 
why? Because they dared to vote. 

Do we honor their bravery by aban-
doning them? 

Nobody wants war. War has been 
truly described as hell. But at the same 
time, things are worth fighting for and 
even dying for. And among those 
things is precious freedom. Our own 
freedom was born in the crucible of a 9- 
year war to the sounds of muskets well 
described as the ‘‘shots heard round the 
world.’’ 

We can argue endlessly about the 
wisdom of getting into this war, but 
there should be no argument about how 
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this war should end. The consequences 
of our retreat have not been discussed 
here tonight, but they deserve consid-
eration. 

This debate has been a report card on 
JACK MURTHA, and I give him an A-plus 
as a truly great American. But among 
his many fine qualities, infallibility is 
not one. And on Iraq I prefer my coun-
try not to retreat, not to run to the 
high grass. 

I prefer the counsel of JOHN MCCAIN 
who said last week, ‘‘If we leave Iraq 
prematurely, the jihadists will inter-
pret the withdrawal as their great vic-
tory against our great power. Osama 
bin Laden and his followers believe 
that America is weak, unwilling to suf-
fer casualties in battle. They drew this 
lesson from Lebanon in the 1980s and 
Somalia in the 1990s, and today they 
have their sights set squarely on Iraq.’’ 

The recently released letter from 
Ayman al-Zawahiri, bin Laden’s lieu-
tenant, to Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, 
draws out the implications. 

The Zawahiri letter is predicated on 
the assumption that the United States 
will leave Iraq and that al Qaeda’s real 
game begins as soon as we abandon the 
country. 

In his missive, Zawahiri lays out a 
four-stage plan: establish a caliphate in 
Iraq, extend the ‘‘jihad wave’’ to the 
secular countries neighboring Iraq, 
clash with Israel, none of which shall 
commence until the completion of 
stage one: expel the Americans from 
Iraq. 

Zawahiri observes that the collapse 
of American power in Vietnam ‘‘and 
how they ran and left their agents,’’ 
suggests that ‘‘we must be ready start-
ing now.’’ 

We cannot let them start, now or 
ever. 

We must stay in Iraq until the gov-
ernment there has a fully functioning 
security apparatus that can keep 
Zarqawi and his terrorists at bay and 
ultimately defeat them. 

I prefer the counsel of another war 
hero, my personal hero, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON), who 
stands with the President, the Iraqi 
people, and freedom fighters every-
where. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield the balance of my time to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER) for purposes of control. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-

tion to this resolution and in defense of 
a military hero of this Nation, our dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA). 

In a few moments I will ask unani-
mous consent to yield to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. MUR-
THA) the balance of the time on the 
Democratic side, but I would like to 
put this debate in its proper frame-
work. 

This is not the finest moment of the 
House of Representatives. We have all 
sat through interminable debates on 
inconsequential issues, but tonight we 
are talking about war and peace. 

Fifteen years ago when we debated 
the first gulf war, every single Member 
of this body got 5 minutes to present 
his views. This time we are getting less 
than 8 seconds. What we are debating is 
not a serious proposal, but a cheap po-
litical ploy beneath the dignity of this 
body. 

b 2200 

The subject of the war in Iraq de-
serves serious and thoughtful discus-
sion and debate, and we are surely not 
having it tonight. There is no Member 
of this House for whom I have more re-
spect and affection than the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, the epitome of pa-
triotism, not of the oratorical type, 
but patriotism on the field of battle. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. MURTHA) the bal-
ance of the time for him to control. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TERRY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I think what we are 

doing tonight is sending a very valu-
able message. It is not necessarily a 
message to diplomats or to the Presi-
dent or even to our adversaries; al-
though I am sure that they will read 
about it. But it is a message to that 
specialist in Tikrit, to that lance cor-
poral in Fallujah, to that sergeant in 
Baghdad who feels by looking at the 
mass of press over the last several days 
that somehow we are slipping away 
from our warfighters. 

We have an opportunity to do some-
thing tonight by very simply voting 
‘‘no’’ on this question of whether we 
should leave Iraq immediately to at 
least cut through that ambiguity, to at 
least cut through that confusion, and 
you know, words mean something. 
Wars have been started because we said 
the wrong words. Confusion is not 
something that is good to sow among 
your enemy or your friends. 

In this case, even those who may feel 
that somehow the troops are not con-
fused by this mixed message that is 
coming out of the United States must 
agree that it is right now to send that 
specialist in Tikrit or that lance cor-
poral in Fallujah or that sergeant in 
Baghdad a clear and convincing ‘‘no’’ 
vote on the question of whether we 
leave Iraq immediately. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
WELDON). 

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to oppose this resolu-
tion. I have been in this body 19 years, 

and I did not support setting artificial 
dates to remove our troops from Bos-
nia, Somalia, Kosovo, East Timor, 
Macedonia and all the other times that 
we have deployed our troops. 

In fact, even when we were told back 
in 1997, the year after we entered Bos-
nia, that our troops would be home by 
Christmas, I did not rise to bring them 
home. We were told in Christmas of 
1998 they would be home and Christmas 
of 1999. The fact is we still have troops 
in the Balkans. They have been there 
10 years, even though it was not part of 
the original plan. 

Mr. Speaker, all of us support our 
troops, but I want to tell my col-
leagues, in my 19 years I learned a les-
son of supporting the troops from the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. He took 
me under his wing when I came here as 
a freshman 19 years ago. I have trav-
eled with him around the world. I have 
seen his personal dedication to the men 
and women who serve. 

Now, there are many others in this 
body on both sides of the aisle that we 
can say the same thing about, but I 
want to stand up as a Representative 
from the other side of Pennsylvania 
and tell the story of JACK MURTHA who 
epitomizes what our military’s all 
about. I wish I could say I have been to 
Landstuhl, a medical facility in Ger-
many, as many times as JACK MURTHA 
has been there. 

I wish I could say that weekly I 
would go over to Walter Reed Hospital 
and meet with the troops as JACK MUR-
THA has done week after week after 
week. 

I wish I could say I have gone and 
held the hands of the wives and the 
children of the sailors at Bethesda as 
JACK MURTHA has done. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish I could say that 
I have done all that, but I cannot. JACK 
MURTHA is one of a kind. He is an ex-
ample for all of us in this body, and 
none of us should ever think of ques-
tioning his motives, his desires or sup-
port for our American troops. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to say I 
have been here 19 years. I have been 
here with Republican and Democrat 
Presidents. Yes, JACK MURTHA’s been 
there. He stood up when Bill Clinton 
tried to cut the funding for our troops, 
and he stood with us on some very 
tough votes. He stood up with us on the 
tough policy questions. He was with us 
on missile defense. He was with us 
when others in his party would not be 
with us on defense and security issues. 
On some very tough leadership spots 
JACK MURTHA was there, and for the 5 
years that President Bush has been 
President, I cannot count on my hands 
the number of times JACK MURTHA has 
stood with our President in supporting 
our troops in supporting more money, 
in supporting the policies that give us 
the kind of capability that we need. 

Mr. Speaker, we are in a sad state 
today. We are in a tough time with our 
troops. They are wondering what is 
going on back here. It is not about 
JACK MURTHA trying to undermine any-
one, just as I and others would not 
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have tried to do that in the other 40 de-
ployments in the 19 years that I have 
been here, but it is wrong, Mr. Speaker, 
that a gentleman with the reputation 
and leadership of JACK MURTHA should 
have to wait 5 months to get a response 
to a letter expressing his concerns to 
the administration. That is not right. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would hope we 
would all come together, and I would 
hope that our Commander in Chief 
would invite the good gentleman from 
Pennsylvania down to the White House 
to have a discussion about how we can 
move forward together to support the 
troops and win the day in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Somebody walked by not long ago, 
and they said, I do not have to go to 
your funeral because I paid my dues 
today with all these people giving 
these accolades. 

I have to tell you this story. When 
you start getting all these accolades, 
you think you are a big shot. I remem-
ber one time President Carter asked 
me to go to the seventh game of the 
World Series with him. Tip O’Neill and 
I went down, and there were only 4 of 
us and 15 Secret Service people in the 
plane. 

We got in this helicopter and, of 
course, flew over all these other people 
going to the ballgame. Well, Carter was 
not the most pleasant guy to be with. 
He wanted to talk all business, and Tip 
O’Neill wanted to talk nothing but 
baseball. 

So we get about halfway there, and it 
is not a very long trip to Baltimore. 
Tip finally got him warmed up. We 
land, and we only land a block away 
from the stadium, but we had to have 
an armored car drive us in. So the 
President said, you sit in the middle 
there, Murtha, and Tip sat on the left 
side, and the President sat on the right 
side. Some guy yelled out some ob-
scenities. He said, My God, they must 
have recognized Murtha in the car. 

Let me say, this resolution today is 
not what I envisioned, not what I intro-
duced, and let me read what I intro-
duced on November 17. 

‘‘Whereas Congress and the American 
people have not been shown clear, 
measurable progress toward establish-
ment of stable and improving security 
in Iraq or of a stable and improving 
economy in Iraq, both of which are es-
sential to ‘promote the emergence of a 
democratic government’; 

‘‘Whereas additional stabilization in 
Iraq by U.S. military forces cannot be 
achieved without the deployment of 
hundreds of thousands of additional 
U.S. troops, which in turn cannot be 
achieved without a military draft.’’ 

Now, let me say this. There were two 
of us who voted for a military draft, so 
I do not think that is an option. When 
you go to the high schools, they say, 
you are for a draft. I said, yes, but 
there is not too many of us, and I do 
not think you have to worry about it. 

‘‘Whereas more than $277 billion has 
been appropriated by the United States 

Congress to prosecute U.S. military ac-
tion in Iraq and Afghanistan; 

‘‘Whereas, as of the drafting of this 
resolution, 2,079 U.S. troops have been 
killed in Operation Iraqi Freedom; 

‘‘Whereas U.S. forces become the tar-
get of the insurgency; 

‘‘Whereas, according to recent polls, 
over 80 percent of the Iraqi people want 
the U.S. forces out of Iraq; 

‘‘Whereas polls also indicate that 45 
percent,’’ this is a British poll, but the 
Defense Department support this Brit-
ish poll or confirm this British poll, ‘‘of 
the Iraqi people feel that the attacks 
on U.S. forces are justified.’’ 

Hear what I am saying. Forty-five 
percent of the Iraqi people feel it is jus-
tified to attack Americans. 

‘‘Whereas, due to the foregoing, Con-
gress finds it evident that continuing 
U.S. military action in Iraq is not in 
the best interests of the United States 
of America, the people of Iraq, or the 
Persian Gulf Region, which were cited 
in Public Law 107–243 as justification 
for undertaking such action.’’ 

I did not say anything about intel-
ligence. I did not say anything about 
the President. All these statements 
that have been made vilifying me 
today did not say anything like that. 

‘‘Therefore be it resolved by the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress 
assembled, that the deployment of 
United States forces in Iraq, by direc-
tion of Congress, is hereby terminated 
and the forces involved are to be rede-
ployed at the earliest practicable date. 

‘‘Section 2. A quick-reaction U.S. 
force and an over-the-horizon presence 
of U.S. Marines shall be deployed in the 
region. 

‘‘The United States of America shall 
pursue security and stability in Iraq 
through diplomacy.’’ 

That is what I said. I have never had 
in the 32 years that I have been in Con-
gress such an outpouring from this 
country, four to one in my office. You 
cannot even call my office if you tried, 
an outpouring of people crying. People 
are thirsting for some direction. They 
are thirsting for a solution to this 
problem. They want to support the 
President. I want to support the Presi-
dent. Everybody does. 

We put into place in the Appropria-
tions Committee a criteria for success 
because we were so unhappy. This was 
in May. The gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG) and I put a criteria for 
success in the bill, it was a Moran 
amendment, because we were not 
happy with the results. Nobody was 
talking to us. Nobody would tell us 
what was going on, and we felt it was 
absolutely necessary that we put this 
into writing. 

I went to Iraq about 2 months ago, 
and I talked to the commanders, and 
all of you know the commanders are 
very hesitant to say anything that is 
not in the policy of the White House, 
and I agree, that is the way it is run by 
the civilians. That is the way it should 
be, but I could tell how discouraged the 
commanders were. 

The one Marine commander said, I do 
not have troops to put on the border, 
the Syrian border. Now, why did they 
not have enough troops? Because of the 
deployment, because of the small num-
ber of people that are serving in our 
Armed Forces today. 

We told them, the Armed Services 
Committee, under DUNCAN HUNTER’s 
leadership, said you can take 30,000 
more people. They cannot recruit to 
that. They have fallen 10,000 short; and 
not only have they fallen 10,000 short, 
they are now taking 20 percent cat-
egory 4s, which they said in the vol-
untary Army would never happen. 

The war’s not going as advertised. 
The American public is way ahead of 
us. If you heard the World War II vet-
erans, if you heard the Vietnam vet-
erans, the wives and the widows on the 
phone crying to my staff and myself 
when I am talking to them, if you 
heard them reaching out and asking for 
a policy, a bipartisan policy. When I in-
troduced this resolution, I did not in-
troduce this as a partisan resolution. 

I go by Arlington Cemetery every 
day, and the Vice President, he criti-
cizes Democrats. Let me tell you, those 
gravestones do not say Democrat or 
Republican. They say American, and 
DICK CHENEY’s a good friend of mine. 
He was a good Secretary of Defense. 

Our military is suffering. The future 
of our country is at risk. We cannot 
continue on the present course. It is 
evident that continued military action 
in Iraq is not in the best interests of 
the United States of America, the Iraqi 
people and the Persian Gulf region. 
That is my opinion. 

General Casey said in a September 
2005 hearing, the perception of occupa-
tion in Iraq is a major driving force be-
hind the insurgency. Hear what I am 
saying. General Abizaid said on the 
same date, reducing the size of visi-
bility of the coalition forces in Iraq is 
part of our counterinsurgency strat-
egy. 

For 21⁄2 years I have been concerned 
about our policy and the plan in Iraq. I 
have addressed my concerns to the ad-
ministration and the Pentagon. 

b 2215 
I have spoken out in public about my 

concerns in going to war. 
A few days before the start of the 

war, I was in Kuwait. They drew a red 
line around Baghdad; and they said 
when the American forces cross the red 
line, they will attack us with weapons 
of mass destruction, meaning biologi-
cal and chemical weapons. I believed 
that. They believed it. The military 
commanders believed it. And when 
they went in, though, they felt they 
had sufficient protective gear that they 
could overcome it. The heat would dis-
sipate some of the gas and so forth, and 
it would be no problem for our forces, 
they felt. They even thought they had 
cell phones monitored so they could 
tell that it was there. It turned out not 
to be true. 

Let me tell the Members this: BILL 
YOUNG and I have been on the Defense 
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Subcommittee for 25 years. We spend 
more money on intelligence than all 
the countries in the world put together 
and more on intelligence than most 
countries’ GDP. But the intelligence 
concerning Iraq was wrong. It is not a 
world intelligence failure. It is a U.S. 
intelligence failure. 

I have been visiting our wounded 
troops at Bethesda, and only two peo-
ple, I think, visit any more than I do, 
and that is BILL YOUNG’s wife and BILL 
YOUNG. They go there as often as I do, 
and Beverly goes more often. 

Now, let me tell the Members what 
demoralizes the troops. Going to war 
with not enough troops and equipment 
to make the transition to peace, the 
devastation caused by IEDs, being de-
ployed to Iraq when their homes have 
been ravaged by hurricanes, being 
under second and third deployment and 
leaving their families behind without a 
network of support. 

The threat posed by terrorism is real, 
but we have other threats that cannot 
be ignored. We must be prepared to 
meet all these threats. The future of 
our military is at risk. Our military 
and their families are stretched thin. A 
very small percentage of people in this 
country are serving this country at 
this stage in this war. Many say the 
Army is broken. Some of our troops are 
on their third deployment. Recruit-
ment is down. Defense budgets are 
being cut, $5 billion this year, $5 billion 
cut from the defense budget; and the 
chairman and I are concerned they are 
going to cut another percentage point, 
which is $4 billion more, from the de-
fense budget. 

Personnel costs are skyrocketing, 
particularly in health care. And 
choices have to be made. We cannot 
allow a promise that we have made to 
our military families in terms of serv-
ice benefits, in terms of their health 
care to be negotiated away. Procure-
ment programs that ensure our mili-
tary dominance cannot be negotiated 
away. We must be prepared. 

The war in Iraq has caused huge 
shortfalls in our bases in the United 
States. I visited four bases, four South-
ern bases, premier bases. Every one of 
them was short, short radios, short 
mortars, short ammunition even. Our 
troops were C–4, which means the low-
est state of readiness, because they did 
not have the equipment to train right 
before they are deployed to Iraq. And 
much of our ground equipment is worn 
out and in need of serious overhaul. 

I have said to all these CEOs that 
come to see me, Folks, do not think 
about procurement. We about bought, 
what, five or six ships this year, some-
thing like that. They said they are 
going to build 12 next year. Do not be-
lieve that. But I will tell the Members 
one thing we have to do is rehabilitate 
this equipment. A $50 billion bill, in my 
estimation, and I do not know where 
the money is going to come from. 

George Washington said: ‘‘To be pre-
pared for war is one of the most effec-
tive means of preserving peace.’’ I do 

not know what the threat is, but I will 
tell you it takes 18 years to get a weap-
ons system out there, and we had bet-
ter well get those systems put together 
now. We had better start them right 
now because we do not have them. 
They have a system right now they are 
thinking of cutting back. The Euro-
peans invested a lot of money in it. Bil-
lions of dollars have been invested in 
this weapon system, JSF. If they cut 
back the buy, the cost to increase, the 
Europeans will cut back on their buy, 
and it will skyrocket the price; and we 
will have to reduce the number of air-
planes that we buy. We must rebuild 
our Army. 

Our deficit is growing out of control. 
The Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office recently admitted to 
being ‘‘terrified’’ about the budget def-
icit in the coming decades. This is the 
first prolonged war we have fought 
with 3 years of tax cuts, without full 
mobilization of American industry, and 
without a draft. The burden of war has 
not been shared equally, and the mili-
tary and their families are shouldering 
this burden. 

Our military has been fighting a war 
in Iraq for over 21⁄2 years. Our military 
has accomplished its mission and done 
its duty. Our military captured Sad-
dam Hussein, captured or killed his 
closest associates. But the war con-
tinues to intensify. And you know the 
deaths and you know they estimate 
that not only do we have 15,500 that 
have been wounded, but we have 50,000 
that we think may suffer from what I 
call battle fatigue. 

I just recently visited Anbar Prov-
ince, as I said, and I became convinced 
that we had to take some action. I be-
came convinced that I needed to say 
something about what was going on. I 
needed to introduce a resolution which 
would bring this to a head so we could 
come to a bipartisan resolution to fight 
this war together, to show our troops 
how we support them, and that resolu-
tion calls for a redeployment of our 
troops. I said over a year ago now, the 
military and the administration agree, 
Iraq cannot be won militarily. 

We can say it here in these air condi-
tioned offices, but let me tell you 
something. It cannot be won militarily. 
It has got to be won politically, and we 
have to turn it over to the Iraqis and 
give them the incentive to take back 
their own country. 

Our troops have become the primary 
target of the insurgency. They are 
united against U.S. forces. We have be-
come the catalyst for violence. U.S. 
troops are the common enemy of the 
Sunnis, the Saddamists, and the for-
eign jihadists. I believe with U.S. troop 
redeployment, the Iraqi security forces 
will be incentivized to take control. A 
poll recently conducted shows 80 per-
cent of the Iraqis oppose the presence 
of coalition troops. I believe we need to 
turn Iraq over to the Iraqis. I believe 
the Iraqi election scheduled for mid- 
December, the Iraqi people in the 
emerging government must be put on 

notice: the United States will imme-
diately redeploy. All of Iraq must know 
that Iraq is free, free from United 
States occupation. I believe this will 
send a signal to the Sunnis to join the 
political process for a good and free 
Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for his comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), 
chairman of the Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee, the gentleman 
who spends so much of his time with 
our Nation’s wounded. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
Americans can sleep well tonight be-
cause our soldiers are out there on the 
front line against terror making sure 
that we can do that. And we owe them 
a lot. We owe them our thanks. We owe 
them our appreciation. We owe them 
the necessary equipment to carry out 
their mission, to protect themselves 
while they are doing that, and we owe 
them our support. And it is important 
that we let them know without any 
doubt that we support them, that this 
Congress supports them. And that is 
why, in case there is any confusion 
about how we would like Members to 
vote on this resolution tonight, we 
want them to vote ‘‘no.’’ This is not a 
good resolution. 

Incidentally, in case the Members 
have not noticed, JACK MURTHA spent 
more time tonight speaking on the 
floor than he has in the last 20 years 
combined presenting the appropria-
tions bills. 

JACK and I have been friends for a 
long time, as he suggested, and we have 
worked together. He was my chairman 
for a long time. I have been his chair-
man for a long time. We work together 
for the best interest of our Nation and 
for those who protect our Nation. And 
he has received many accolades tonight 
and properly so. 

Chairman HUNTER, the chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee, also 
deserves accolades. He was willing to 
offer this resolution, which we all are 
going to vote against, I hope. Chairman 
HUNTER was an airborne soldier in 
Vietnam, and he led a platoon of Rang-
ers in Vietnam. Chairman HUNTER de-
serves an awful lot of thanks and ap-
preciation for the work that he did 
then and the work that he is doing to-
night here on the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not about JACK 
MURTHA tonight, and it is not about 
DUNCAN HUNTER. This is about 296 of us 
who voted to support the President 
going into Iraq to fight terror, to fight 
Saddam Hussein and his vicious ar-
mies. Once you have committed to a 
war or to a battle, it is like some other 
things in life, once you are committed, 
you are committed, like it or not. And 
we got committed when we voted to 
send troops to Iraq. 

Now, how do you get out of a com-
mitment like that? Well, you can win. 
That is the preferred way. Or you can 
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lose. We do not like that. You could re-
treat, or you could surrender. I do not 
think we like either one of those two. 

Or there is another way: we could ne-
gotiate our way out. But in a case of 
global terrorists, whom do you nego-
tiate with? They hide. They sneak. 
Would you negotiate with Osama bin 
Laden, Saddam Hussein, Al-Zarqawi? 
Whom do you negotiate with? You do 
not have anybody to negotiate with be-
cause they are pure and simple terror-
ists. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many things 
that have been said tonight on both 
sides of the aisle that are very impor-
tant. There has been a little bit of spin 
here and there, but that is not unusual 
for a legislative body like this. But, 
Mr. Speaker, there is no place, when we 
are dealing with the security of our Na-
tion and the security of the American 
people, there is no place for politics on 
either side. 

So tonight, Mr. Speaker, we need to 
send a strong message to our troops 
and to their families. For those fami-
lies who are dealing with the loss of a 
loved one, for those families who are 
dealing with a seriously wounded sol-
dier or marine who might be at Walter 
Reed Hospital or at Bethesda Hospital 
or at Landsthul in Germany, we need 
to let them know that we are here to 
support them. 

In a few short days when we will be 
back to legislative business, there is 
another issue that we have to deal 
with, and I am going to take advantage 
of this extra minute to tell the Mem-
bers what it is. Somebody in the Pen-
tagon has ruled that if JACK MURTHA 
and I go to hospital with my wife, Bev-
erly, which we do on occasion, and she 
makes us empty our wallets to help a 
family that is struggling to meet their 
expenses, some regulation at the Pen-
tagon says that is illegal, that is brib-
ery. What can I bribe a wounded soldier 
to do? He has already done everything 
that he can do for me. So we need to 
change that. 

b 2230 

So we need to change that. Chairman 
HUNTER and I and Mr. MURTHA and I 
have worked together with our coun-
terparts in the Senate, and we intend 
to fix this on the first legislative or ap-
propriations bills we have access to. So 
that is what this is about tonight, to 
let our soldiers win this war against 
terror not only in Iraq, but in Afghani-
stan and anywhere else that terrorists 
raise their ugly heads. This is not lim-
ited to Iraq. Iraq is one of the major 
battlefields. Afghanistan is one of the 
major battlefields. 

My friends, we are in it for the long 
haul against the threat of terrorism, 
and it is important that we prevail and 
support those on the front line against 
terror and vote ‘‘no’’ tonight on this 
resolution that does not do any of what 
I just said. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
21⁄4 minutes to the gentleman from Col-
orado (Mr. HEFLEY), the chairman of 

the Readiness Subcommittee and does 
so much for the quality of life for our 
troops. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, we have 
just heard from two giants of this 
body, men that we are all very, very 
proud of. If we had any sense, we would 
all sit down right now and take the 
vote; and I will give up my time if ev-
erybody else will give up theirs, and we 
will vote. I am told no, that is not 
going to work. 

So let me try to be brief. Both of 
these gentlemen expressed the con-
flicting views in a most sincere way, 
and I think we respect both of them. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I do rise today in 
opposition to H. Res. 571. I want us to 
withdraw the moment the job is done, 
and that is what our troops are telling 
us, too. They want to stay there until 
it is done. That is what most of the 
Iraqi people tell us, do not leave us 
until it is done. 

Mr. Speaker, there are some out 
there insisting that the mission on Iraq 
has been a failure, and our presence in 
Iraq has not been properly run, and we 
are not winning the peace. Frankly, I 
do not think that is true, and it only 
serves to lower the morale of the men 
and women fighting in Iraq while en-
couraging the terrorists who hate 
America. 

The fact is those who assert that the 
Iraq policy is failing frankly fail to 
recognize the many successes that have 
occurred on a daily basis over there. 
What we are talking about is fighting 
terror and liberating a people. Look at 
just the political successes. They have 
had two elections, and those two elec-
tions, most of those people had never 
voted in a free election in their entire 
lives. On October 15, they adopted a 
Constitution. They did not know what 
a Constitution was, and 78 percent of 
the voters backed the charter of the 
Constitution. 

We are making enormous progress to-
ward liberty and democracy for the 
Iraqi people, and by extension the peo-
ple of the Middle East. I say thank you, 
troops, for what you are doing. We love 
you, and we are going to be with you 
until the job is done. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Normally the soldiers cannot speak 
for themselves. I do not believe we are 
making the progress that is articulated 
in many cases. Everything I see, oil 
production is below prewar level; elec-
tricity production is below prewar 
level; incidents have increased from 150 
a week to 770 a week in Iraq. 

But let me read a letter from a young 
soldier at Walter Reed. Everybody says 
when you go to Walter Reed, they all 
want to go right back, and they usually 
do not complain. Let me read this let-
ter. 

‘‘I am sure you are extremely busy 
today with the announcement of your 
support for the withdrawal of troops 
from Iraq. We have been trying unsuc-
cessfully to reach you by phone. 

‘‘My husband is an injured Iraq sol-
dier who so highly commends you for 

speaking out about this disastrous war 
and its aftermath on U.S. troops. 
Though we are now living in Wash-
ington, D.C., on the Walter Reed cam-
pus, we are originally from your 12th 
District in Pennsylvania. 

‘‘Congressman Murtha actually 
pinned my husband’s Purple Heart. We 
are so proud that he was the man to 
honor my husband for what he did in 
Iraq. It may serve Mr. Murtha more to 
remind him that my husband is the 24- 
year-old guardsman who lost part of a 
leg in a suicide car bomb attack in 
April of this year. 

‘‘We were shocked and overjoyed that 
Murtha spoke out against the Bush ad-
ministration’s handling of the war. Un-
like what many say is a blow to troop 
morale by questioning the war, his 
frank call for attention to the subject 
brought nods and applause from the in-
jured soldiers at Walter Reed’s 
Mologne House. It is the first that my 
husband and I feel that a politician has 
truly stuck up for the soldiers most 
personally affected by the war in Iraq.’’ 

We send the soldiers to the war. We 
are the ones that make that decision. 
We also have to speak out when we do 
not think the war is going in the right 
direction. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SIMMONS), who served 
multiple tours in Vietnam. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the resolution. I am 
proud to be a Vietnam veteran. I am 
proud to have spent almost 4 years in 
that country with the U.S. Army and 
the Central Intelligence Agency, but I 
was not proud when Members of Con-
gress, Members of this body, criticized 
us in the course of that war publicly 
back here at home. Their critical com-
ments were demoralizing and undercut 
our efforts. It encouraged our enemy, 
and it placed us at risk. 

At some point in the 1970s, our na-
tional will broke down, we cut and ran. 
We left our friends behind, my col-
leagues, my counterparts. And we 
abandoned Southeast Asia to unprece-
dented slaughter and destruction. 

Now 30 years later I find myself on 
this same floor talking about the ‘‘im-
mediate redeployment’’ of our troops 
from a foreign battlefield where they 
are fully engaged in a difficult and dan-
gerous mission. 

More than anyone else, this Vietnam 
veteran wants to see our troops come 
home safely, successfully and soon. But 
now is not the time for immediate 
withdrawal. Now is the time to support 
our troops and the values they fight 
for. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Let me read another letter. 
‘‘We are Gold Star parents. Our son 

was killed October 18, 2003, south of 
Kirkuk with the 173rd Airborne Bri-
gade. You and I talked for about 90 
minutes on the phone in early 2004. I 
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have spent the better part of 2 years 
lobbying for improved body armor.’’ 

Do Members remember, we sent the 
troops to war without body armor? We 
found the body armor. We found the 
shortage and up-armored the Humvees. 
Congress found it, and we put the 
money in the bill. 

‘‘We believe the best way to support 
the troops is through a responsible and 
well-thought-out foreign policy.’’ 

Not stay the course, but a thought 
out, and this is from a woman whose 
son was killed. 

‘‘We do not have that policy today in 
Iraq. By staying in Iraq, we have be-
come occupiers instead of liberators.’’ 
And 80 percent of the Iraqis think that. 

‘‘Today we are called un-American 
because we are obligated to disagree 
with the President. We want better for 
our son’s comrades. It is our obligation 
to stand up and be counted to support 
the troops, to speak for those that are 
not free to speak for themselves, to use 
their bravery and sacrifice wisely. You, 
sir, are a man of our heart. God knows 
why the rest of the Democratic Party 
is not rallying around you, but we are. 
Even as we stand alone, it is the right 
thing to do. Our support is unequivocal 
for you on matter in this dangerous 
and lonely time.’’ 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BUYER), chairman of the Veterans’ 
Affairs Committee, and who is a colo-
nel in the Army Reserve and a Gulf 
War veteran. 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
great respect for Mr. MURTHA and Mr. 
HUNTER. And I am uncomfortable when 
Mr. MURTHA talks about one political 
party rallying round something. I do 
not want Republicans or Democrats 
rallying around anything. You moved 
me when I was in my office and you 
talked about going to Arlington. All of 
us have been there; all of us have been 
to our Nation’s cemeteries and seen the 
white crosses and Stars of David. 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. BROWN) and I were privileged to 
represent our country this past May, 
and I am sure Mr. MURTHA has been 
there, standing on the cliffs of Nor-
mandy at Omaha. We gave the Memo-
rial Day address representing our Na-
tion. I was there with my 20-year-old 
son, and I could feel the envy of souls 
because I thought about what their 
last thoughts may have been. And then 
as I strained among these thousands of 
graves, if I permitted the eyes of my 
mind to have a vision I could actually 
see, if I permitted the ears of my heart 
to listen, I could hear. 

And what did they say? They said, 
What we did on this day was worthy. 
You see, they came to a continent to 
free it from tyranny on that day. They 
came to a land where they had never 
been to fight for a people they had 
never met. Does that not yet sound fa-
miliar? 

And we speak of the sacrifice of what 
we refer to as the greatest generation. 
How are we now yet defining ourselves 

when our men and women are faced 
with something very similar. 

We should be here tonight talking of 
our strategy of victory, defined by our 
perseverance to an enduring freedom 
throughout the world. To discuss with-
drawal from Iraq tonight before our 
mission is complete is the wrong strat-
egy at the wrong time. Why? Because 
freedom is on the move. 

We, the people of the United States, 
we are a great Nation with a great vi-
sion. We seek to preserve the blessings 
of liberty for our citizens and for all 
those around the world who recognize 
the God-given right of freedom. 

Today our Nation is truly engaged in 
an epic struggle for freedom in Iraq. 
Whether you believe how we got there 
is true, the struggle among us is evi-
dent here tonight. What we do not 
want is what Mr. HYDE referred to as 
our enemies to take advantage of our 
weaknesses. The painful lessons, 
whether it was Vietnam or Lebanon or 
Somalia, North Korea, Iran, al Qaeda, 
they watch, and it is part of what they 
want to do to envelope our weakness. 

You see, Clausewitz had it right. He 
said, The use of our military force is 
the instrumentality of a political deci-
sion. We then expect our military to 
act on the field of battle with great 
valor, courage and commitment. You 
see, they are an extension of us. And in 
return, our soldiers ask what of us? 
Loyalty. And they expect us to have 
the very same resolve that we expect of 
them; that in battle, they look at us 
and say, when it gets hard, when it gets 
tough, can you hang with us, Congress? 
That is a very pertinent question for a 
soldier to ask of us. 

So I respect Mr. MURTHA, but this is 
the wrong time for your resolution, sir. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, par-

liamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TERRY). The gentleman may state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. LANTOS. Do I understand, Mr. 
Speaker, that we are debating Mr. 
MURTHA’s resolution or Mr. HUNTER’s 
resolution? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pending 
is House Resolution 571. 

Mr. LANTOS. The previous speaker 
referred to Mr. MURTHA’s resolution. 
That is not before the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
a matter for debate—a matter that 
may be addressed by debate. 

b 2245 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Please 
state your parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. LANTOS. We on this side of the 
House are under the impression that 
we are debating the Hunter resolution. 
Please correct us if we are wrong. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct and he may make 
that point by debate. 

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER). 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. MURTHA, I apologize 
to you. I know you have a resolution. 
That is what I was referring to. I recog-
nize we are debating Hunter, and I 
apologize to you, Mr. MURTHA. 

Mr. MURTHA. Let me read another 
letter. 

‘‘In 2004, my youngest son graduated 
from college and was already enrolled 
in the Marines. He was ready to help 
our country and others in whatever 
was asked of him. It was with great 
distress that we have watched the ad-
ministration mishandle this war. There 
was no plan.’’ 

What the gentleman from Indiana 
said about World War II, there was a 
plan. There was a plan when we went 
into Normandy. We landed 150,000 peo-
ple in 24 hours. There is the conception 
at home that there is no plan. I hear 
this over and over again. That is why 
there was such an outpouring when I 
offered a plan, when people called me 
and said they wanted a plan. 

‘‘It was with great distress that we 
have watched the administration mis-
handle this war. There was no plan, no 
push to go in and win the war in total. 
Mission Accomplished was a joke, and 
even we the uniformed knew then that 
it was a misnomer. Losing Colin Powell 
from the administration was a deep 
blow to us. We respected his honor and 
his professionalism. His soldier inside. 
Our son has had one deployment to 
Iraq. He came home safely this time, 
and awaits his second deployment in 
July. Congressman MURTHA, we are a 
patriotic family, but I cannot abide by 
sending my son back into a war where 
there is no goal, no plan, and a war 
being planned by Donald Rumsfeld and 
Vice President CHENEY. We would feel 
differently if we felt our son was being 
used in the proper manner, and for a 
valiant effort. But we feel that they 
are clay pigeons in a carnival, just 
waiting for the next suicide bomber or 
IED. My husband and I did not feel this 
way 6 months ago. We thought the ad-
ministration had realized their inad-
equacy and were making changes, and 
that we should stay the course. That 
has not happened. Things continue in 
disarray. This is not the best use of our 
military, nor respectful of the values 
and ideals of the servicemen and 
women within it. We support your 
views and we feel that there is a need 
for change.’’ 

That is what I am saying. We need to 
change direction in Iraq. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. DAVIS) who served as an 
Army officer in the U.S. Airborne. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I would point out first that the 
childish shouting from many who have 
not served dishonor those who serve on 
the front lines with quiet resolve at 
this time while we have a necessary de-
bate on this war. 

I am here to represent some folks 
who cannot speak because they are 
serving on the front lines right now. I 
received a phone call in the well of the 
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House this evening from one of the 
commanders of America’s premier 
counterterrorism organization. He 
shared with me his great dismay at 
much of the rhetoric that had ema-
nated from this body today, making 
them the pawns in a political battle 
over what they clearly see as they are 
making success on the front lines. 
Please, your shouting and your rhet-
oric sends echoes to our enemies as 
well as to our soldiers and our friends. 

It is honest to have a debate, my 
friends, but when I am asked on the 
floor of this house, why are you doing 
to us what was done to so many vet-
erans here by Members of this body 
during Vietnam, when I am told re-
peatedly of their successes, my friends 
who I served with over nearly 30 years 
ago and who are serving now on the 
front lines commanding the units, lead-
ing the units and who are serving as 
junior enlisted soldiers, hundreds of 
soldiers whose opinions fly in the face 
of the rhetoric shared tonight. 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH). 

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, my 
colleagues, here we are in America’s 
House, having a debate that is alto-
gether appropriate, because as our 
founders stated the goal, it was to form 
a more perfect union. And because we 
are human beings, there is always a 
gulf between the real and the ideal. 
This is not a personal debate to be per-
sonalized about the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. He offered a point of 
view yesterday. Whatever his intent, 
here is how it was reported. The Wash-
ington Post called it immediate with-
drawal. The New York Times called it 
immediate withdrawal. More omi-
nously and sadly, Al-Jazeera called it 
immediate withdrawal. 

The problem is this, ladies and gen-
tlemen, as has been articulated. An-
other e-mail, my colleagues: 

‘‘I am a U.S. Army captain currently 
serving in Iraq and I am shocked and 
appalled by Representative Murtha’s 
call for immediate withdrawal. Please, 
please, please convince your colleagues 
to let us finish this critical job.’’ 

That is what is at stake. Vote ‘‘no’’ 
on immediate withdrawal. 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me ask, Mr. 
Speaker, we have the right to close on 
this side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TERRY). Yes. 

Mr. HUNTER. We have got only one 
speaker left, so I would ask my col-
league from Pennsylvania to close on 
his side if he could. 

Mr. MURTHA. Who has the right to 
close? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California has the right to 
close. 

Mr. MURTHA. This is his resolution. 

The first encounter with the casual-
ties in this war, I had two young wid-
ows come to my office. They wanted to 
go to Walter Reed because they had 
lost their husband and they wanted to 
talk to the soldiers and tell them how 
lucky they were that they were still 
alive. One was 23 with two children. 
One was 19 without any children. I 
thought how proud I was of them. An-
other young man from my district was 
blinded and lost his foot. They did ev-
erything they could do for him in Wal-
ter Reed. And then he went home and 
his father was in jail. His mother had 
not seen him. There was no one at 
home and he was by himself. The VA 
has done everything they could to help 
him. They sent him to Johns Hopkins 
to see if there is a possibility for him 
to see and found out that he could not 
see. And then they started sending 
bills. Collection agencies sent him 
bills. Imagine. He is by himself in his 
own home and a collection agency from 
Johns Hopkins sends him a bill. Obvi-
ously we straightened it out, but that 
is the kind of thing that happens when 
you forget about the veteran. 

I had a soldier that lost both legs and 
an arm. Bill has seen the young fellow 
from Micronesia. We visited a mental 
health ward. You know what they said 
to me? Fifty thousand of them are 
going to have some kind of battle fa-
tigue. They said that we don’t get Pur-
ple Hearts. We don’t get any recogni-
tion at all. We get shunned aside as if 
we were cowards. 

A young woman from Notre Dame 
lost her arm and she was worried about 
her husband losing weight. She was the 
one that lost her arm. It makes me so 
proud. A Seabee was lying in intensive 
care with his three children and his 
mother and his wife in tears because he 
was paralyzed from the neck down. 
This young Marine, his father had been 
a Marine. His father was there. His fa-
ther was rubbing his hand. He says, 
please get my son’s brother home. He 
wants to see his brother. I called the 
Marine Corps. The Marine Corps said, 
he doesn’t want to come home. So I 
went back and told his father. He said, 
please get him home. So I told the Ma-
rine Corps and they got him home. I 
said, you get him out of that country 
blank-blank right now, and they did. 

Another Marine lost both his hands, 
blinded. I went to the hospital. After I 
talked to him, I said how proud, as I do 
to all of them, how proud I was of 
them. Is there anything you can do for 
them, I said? He said, yeah, get him a 
Purple Heart. Why wouldn’t he get a 
Purple Heart? Because he was demobi-
lizing from the friendly bomblets that 
had been dropped and hadn’t exploded, 
thousands of them. Finally one of them 
blew up, blew his hands off and killed 
the guy behind him and blinded him. 
The Marine Corps said, we have regula-
tions about Purple Hearts. It was 
friendly fire so he can’t get a Purple 
Heart. 

I told the commandant, If you don’t 
give him the Purple Heart, I’m going to 

give him one of mine. I was going to go 
out on Thursday, the commandant 
went out on Wednesday and he got his 
Purple Heart. Our troops have become 
the enemy. 

Folks, it is easy to sit here in your 
air-conditioned offices and say, send 
them into battle. It is easy to sit here 
in the Capitol of the United States and 
say, stay the course. But when there is 
not a plan, when the families write to 
me and say there is not a plan, when 
they don’t understand, when they be-
lieve that Captain Fishback came to 
see me, he says, You’re complicit with 
the administration in torture, Congress 
is, because you’re looking the other 
way. I said, We didn’t know a thing 
about it. 

And one of the things that turned the 
Iraqis against us was the tragedy that 
happened at Abu Ghraib. Because we in 
Congress are charged with sending our 
sons and daughters into battle, it is our 
responsibility, our obligation to speak 
out for them and that is why I am 
speaking out. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, in a few 
minutes we are going to send a mes-
sage to our troops. And for our last 
speaker, we have a gentleman who 
knows a lot about freedom. He knows a 
lot about a lack of freedom. He knows 
a lot about American resolve and some-
times the lack of American resolve. He 
has been awarded two Silver Stars, two 
Legions of Merit, the Distinguished 
Flying Cross, the Bronze Star with 
valor, two Purple Hearts, four air med-
als and three outstanding unit awards. 
He is one of our real heroes, SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Thank 
you, Mr. HUNTER. You are a great man 
yourself. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today on behalf of 
the American men and women in uni-
form and their families. I did spend 29 
years in the Air Force, and I served in 
Korea and Vietnam and spent 7 years 
as a POW in Vietnam and more than 
half of that in solitary confinement. I 
know what it is like to be far from 
home, serving your country, risking 
your life, hearing that America doesn’t 
care about you as happened in Viet-
nam. 

b 2300 

Your Congress does not care about 
you. Your Congress just cut off all the 
funding for your war. They are packing 
up, going home, and leaving you here. 

When I was a POW, I was scared to 
death when our Congress talked about 
pulling the plug that I would be left 
there forever. I know what it does to 
morale, I know what it does to the mis-
sion, and so help me God, I will never, 
ever let our Nation make that mistake 
again. 

Our men and women in uniform need 
our full support. They need to know 
that when they are in Iraq driving from 
Camp Blue Diamond to Camp Victory 
that the Congress is behind them, to 
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give them the best armored trucks 
they can drive, the best weapons they 
can fire, and the best ammunition they 
can use. They need to have full faith 
that a few nay-sayers in Washington 
will not cut and run and leave them 
high and dry. They need to know these 
things because that is mandatory for 
mission success and troop morale. 

America, and the Congress, must 
stand behind our men and women in 
uniform because they stand up for us 
every minute of every day. 

Any talk, even so much as a murmur, 
of leaving now just emboldens the 
enemy and weakens the resolve of our 
troops in the field. That is dangerous. 
If you do not believe me, check out al 
Jazeera. The withdrawal story is on the 
front page. We cannot do that to our 
fellow Americans over there. 

Mr. Speaker, we are making great 
progress in Iraq. Remember in January 
how we saw pictures from Iraq of that 
first election. For weeks, the media 
predicted gloom and doom. Remember 
that? What did we see? We watched 
people as they waited in line for hours, 
defying death threats just to cast their 
vote for democracy. 

Remember the picture of the woman 
in the black hair cover flashing her 
purple finger in the ‘‘V’’ after voting in 
the first Iraqi elections? It was a 
breakthrough for democracy, and it 
was just the beginning. 

Remember the recent vote on the ref-
erendum when people came out in 
droves to make their voices heard? You 
would not have known about it because 
there was so little mention of it in our 
press, but the people got out there and 
they voted and they showed their sup-
port for democracy, a new government, 
hope, and a future. 

These people are thirsting for some-
thing more. They are risking their 
lives in the name of a new government, 
and we must stay the course if we want 
to foster a stable Iraq and create hope 
for millions in the Middle East. 

Our work is paying off, not just at 
the ballot box. Remember when we 
were waking up that Sunday morning 
in shock as we caught Saddam Hussein 
cowering in a rathole? He is gone. And 
you know what? At least 46 of Hus-
sein’s 55 most-wanted regime members 
are either dead or incarcerated. Na-
tionwide, thousands and thousands of 
police officers have been hired, and 
nearly 200,000 Iraqi soldiers are trained 
and serving their country. It is going 
to take time, but our guys on the 
ground are working with other nations 
to make inroads to create leadership 
and inspire democracy in a country 
that has only known hate, fear, and 
death from a ruler. 

However, sadly, some here want to 
embolden the enemy by saying we just 
cut and run. That is just irresponsible 
and unconscionable. 

I have to ask, what would Iraq be 
like if the United States pulled out, al-
lowing dangerous people like the head 
of al Qaeda, Zarqawi, to run the coun-
try? What would that mean for the re-

gion, the world? Al Qaeda rules with 
death, fear, terror, and blood. Al Qaeda 
takes innocent people hostage, and 
then beheads them, and then brags 
about it on the Internet. Al Qaeda has 
no respect for human life. They prey on 
innocent people to do their dirty work, 
because they know we do not target 
schools and hospitals and mosques; yet 
those are the exact places they run for 
cover. 

Al Qaeda will kidnap loved ones, es-
pecially very young children, of people 
trying to build democracy, to scare 
them out of helping the country. They 
are taking kids hostage because par-
ents want a new life and a better life 
for their children. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TERRY). The gentleman’s time has ex-
pired. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON) be al-
lowed to have 3 more minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. JOHNSON) is 
recognized for 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask, What part of al Qaeda 
do you want operating here in Amer-
ica? Al Qaeda is a worldwide organiza-
tion and a worldwide threat. I do not 
want any part of this. Americans do 
not want, need, or deserve al Qaeda. 
Our troops are over in Iraq fighting not 
just for our freedom and protection, 
but the freedom of the world. 

We must fight the bad guys over 
there, not over here. We must support 
our troops to the hilt so they do not go 
to bed at night covered in talcum-pow-
der-thin white sand wondering, Does 
America really support me? 

In case people have forgotten, this is 
the same thing that happened in Viet-
nam. Peaceniks and people in Congress, 
and America, started saying bad things 
about what was going on in Vietnam, 
and it did a terrible thing to troop mo-
rale. 

I just pray that our troops and their 
families can block this noise out and 
know that we will all fight like mad to 
make sure our troops have everything 
they need for as long as they need it to 
win the global war on terrorism. 

Withdrawal is not an option. To our 
men and women in uniform, I simply 
say, God bless you. I salute you. All of 
America salutes our troops. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I stand today in support of H.J. Res. 73, To 
Redeploy U.S. Forces from Iraq. However, I 
must also speak to and oppose the cynical 
resolution offered by Mr. HUNTER. Mr. 
HUNTER’s resolution calling for an immediate 
withdrawal from Iraq is a political stunt and an 
outrageous politicization of a serious proposal 
offered by Congressman JACK MURTHA, a re-
spected leader in the Congress. Mr. HUNTER’s 
resolution shows great disrespect to someone 
of Mr. MURTHA’s stature and is a discredit to 
his years of service. 

From the beginning, this war has been con-
ducted without oversight. Democrats have re-
peatedly asked for substantive hearings on the 
war in Iraq. In addition, we have requested in-
vestigations on the misuse of intelligence by 
the Bush administration. War is too important 
of an issue to politicize the lives of our sol-
diers. Despite Democrats request for hearings 
on torture, contract fraud, and the leak of con-
fidential national security information. 

It goes without saying that the war in Iraq is 
not going as advertised. Our troops have be-
come the primary target of the insurgency. 
They are united against U.S. forces and we 
have become a catalyst for violence. U.S. 
troops are the common enemy of the Sunnis, 
Saddamists and foreign jihadists. I believe 
with U.S. troop redeployment, the Iraq security 
forces will be incentivized to take control. A 
poll recently conducted shows that over 80 
percent of Iraqis are strongly opposed to the 
presence of coalition troops, about 45 percent 
of the Iraqi population believe attacks against 
American troops are justified. I believe we 
need to turn Iraq over to the Iraqis. I believe 
before the Iraqi elections, scheduled for mid 
December, the Iraqi people and the emerging 
government must be put on notice that the 
United States will immediately redeploy. All of 
Iraq must know that Iraq is free. Free from 
United States occupation. I believe this will 
send a signal to the Sunnis to join the political 
process for the good of a ‘‘free’’ Iraq. 

The U.S. needs to vacate Iraq both to splin-
ter the insurgent factions that have united 
against us and to create incentives for the 
Iraqis to take on their own security. Not sur-
prising is the fact that the American people 
have realized this for months. It is just now 
that some Democrats and Republicans alike 
are beginning to express grave concerns 
about the need for a course change in Iraq. 
With the administration so unwilling to recon-
sider its disastrous policies in Iraq, it was only 
a matter of time that Congress would begin to 
assert itself. Sadly, in the past week the Presi-
dent and the Vice President have restored to 
questioning people’s patriotism to hide their 
own mistakes. The administration has no idea 
as to how to proceed in Iraq and they are 
wrong to use these ‘‘McCarthy-type’’ tactics. 

I strongly support the Murtha Resolution. 
H.J. Res. 73 gives Americans a moment to 
pause so we can seriously discuss the future 
of America and our troops. This is what a de-
mocracy stands for. In addition, H.J. Res 73 
calls for the: 

Immediate redeployment of U.S. troops con-
sistent with the safety of U.S. forces, creation 
of a quick reaction force in the region, creation 
of an over-the-horizon presence of marines, 
diplomatic pursuit of security and stability in 
Iraq. 

Let me close by saying that the Republican 
cover-up Congress has refused to exercise its 
oversight responsibilities to protect our troops, 
the American taxpayers and our national secu-
rity H. Res. 571 is not a serious response to 
the serious question of saving the lives of our 
soldiers. It is time to get serious and support 
Mr. MURTHA’s proposal now for disengage-
ment in Iraq. 

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
licans in this House have done a heinous 
thing: they have insulted one of the deans of 
this House in an unthinkable and unconscion-
able way. 

They took his words and contorted them; 
they took his heartfelt sentiments and spun 
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them. They took his resolution and deformed 
it: in a cheap effort to silence dissent in the 
House of Representatives. 

The Republicans should be roundly criti-
cized for this reprehensible act. They have 
perpetrated a fraud on the House of Rep-
resentatives just as they have defrauded the 
American people. 

By twisting the issue around, the Repub-
licans are trying to set a trap for the Demo-
crats. A ‘‘no’’ vote for this Resolution will ob-
scure the fact that there is strong support for 
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. I am vot-
ing ‘‘yes’’ on this Resolution for an orderly 
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq despite the 
convoluted motives behind the Republican 
Resolution. I am voting to support our troops 
by bringing them home now in an orderly with-
drawal. 

Sadly, If we call for an end to the occupa-
tion, some say that we have no love for the 
Iraqi people, that we would abandon them to 
tyrants and thugs. 

Let us consider some history. The Repub-
licans make great hay about Saddam Hus-
sein’s use of chemical weapons against the 
Iranians and the Kurds. But when that attack 
was made in 1988, it was Democrats who 
moved a resolution to condemn those attacks, 
and the Reagan White House quashed the bill 
in the Senate, because at that time the Re-
publicans considered Saddam one of our own. 
So in 1988, who abandoned the Iraqi people 
to tyrants and thugs? 

In voting for this bill, let me be perfectly 
clear that I am not saying the United States 
should exit Iraq without a plan. I agree with 
Mr. MURTHA that security and stability in Iraq 
should be pursued through diplomacy. I simply 
want to vote yes to an orderly withdrawal from 
Iraq. And let me explain why. 

Prior to its invasion, Iraq had not one (not 
one!) instance of suicide attacks in its history. 
Research shows a 100 percent correlation be-
tween suicide attacks and the presence of for-
eign combat troops in a host country. And ex-
perience also shows that suicide attacks abate 
when foreign occupation troops are withdrawn. 
The U.S. invasion and occupation has desta-
bilized Iraq and Iraq will only return to stability 
once this occupation ends. 

We must be willing to face the fact that the 
presence of U.S. combat troops is itself a 
major inspiration to the forces attacking our 
troops. Moreover, we must be willing to ac-
knowledge that the forces attacking our troops 
are able to recruit suicide attackers because 
suicide attacks are largely motivated by re-
venge for the loss of loved ones. And Iraqis 
have lost so many loved ones as a result of 
America’s two wars against Iraq. 

In 1996, Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright said on CBS that the lives of 500,000 
children dead from sanctions were ‘‘worth the 
price’’ of containing Saddam Hussein. When 
pressed to defend this reprehensible position 
she went on to explain that she did not want 
U.S. Troops to have to fight the Gulf War 
again. Nor did I. But what happened? We 
fought a second Gulf War. And now over 
2,000 American soldiers lie dead. And I expect 
the voices of concern for Iraqi civilian casual-
ties, whose deaths the Pentagon likes to 
brush aside as ‘‘collateral damage’’ are too 
few, indeed. A report from Johns Hopkins sug-
gests that over 100,000 civilians have died in 
Iraq since the March 2003 invasion, most of 
them violent deaths and most as ‘‘collateral 

damage’’ from U.S. forces. The accuracy of 
the 100,000 can and should be debated. Yet 
our media, while quick to cover attacks on ci-
vilians by insurgent forces in Iraq, have given 
us a blackout on Iraqi civilian deaths at the 
hands of U.S. combat forces. 

Yet let us remember that the United States 
and its allies imposed a severe policy of sanc-
tions on the people of Iraq from 1990 to 2003. 
UNICEF and World Health Organization stud-
ies based on infant mortality studies showed a 
500,000 increase in mortality of Iraqi children 
under 5 over trends that existed before sanc-
tions. From this, it was widely assumed that 
over 1 million Iraqi deaths for all age groups 
could be attributed to sanctions between 1990 
and 1998. And not only were there 5 more 
years of sanctions before the invasion, but the 
war since the invasion caused most aid 
groups to leave Iraq. So for areas not touched 
by reconstruction efforts, the humanitarian sit-
uation has deteriorated further. How many 
more Iraqi lives have been lost through hunger 
and deprivation since the occupation? 

And what kind of an occupier have we 
been? We have all seen the photos of victims 
of U.S. torture in Abu Ghraib prison. That’s 
where Saddam used to send his political en-
emies to be tortured, and now many Iraqis 
quietly, cautiously ask: ‘‘So what has 
changed?’’ 

A recent video documentary confirms that 
U.S. forces used white phosphorous against 
civilian neighborhoods in the U.S. attack on 
Fallujah. Civilians and insurgents were burned 
alive by these weapons. We also now know 
that U.S. forces have used MK77, a napalm- 
like incendiary weapon, even though napalm 
has been outlawed by the United Nations. 

With the images of tortured detainees, and 
the images of Iraqi civilians burned alive by 
U.S. incendiary weapons now circulating the 
globe, our reputation on the world stage has 
been severely damaged. 

If America wants to win the hearts and 
minds of the Iraqi people, we as a people 
must be willing to face the pain and death and 
suffering we have brought to the Iraqi people 
with bombs, sanctions and occupation, even if 
we believe our actions were driven by the 
most altruistic of reasons. We must acknowl-
edge our role in enforcing the policy of sanc-
tions for 12 years after the extensive 1991 
bombing in which we bombed infrastructure 
targets in direct violation of the Geneva Con-
ventions. 

We must also be ready to face the fact that 
the United States once provided support for 
the tyrant we deposed in the name of liber-
ating the Iraqi people. These are events that 
our soldiers are too young to remember. I be-
lieve our young men and women in uniform 
are very sincere in their belief that their sac-
rifice is made in the name of helping the Iraqi 
people. But it is not they who set the policy. 
They take orders from the Commander-in- 
Chief and the Congress. It is we who bear the 
responsibility of weighing our decisions in a 
historical context, and it is we who must con-
sider the gravest decision of whether or not to 
go to war based upon the history, the facts, 
and the truth. 

Sadly, however, our country is at war in Iraq 
based on a lie told to the American people. 
The entire war was based premised on a 
sales pitch—that Iraq had weapons of mass 
destruction menacing the United States—that 
turned out to be a lie. 

I have too many dead soldiers in my district; 
too many from my home state. Too many 
homeless veterans on our streets and in our 
neighborhoods. 

America has sacrificed too many young sol-
diers’ lives, too many young soldiers’ mangled 
bodies, to the Bush war machine. 

I will not vote to give one more soldier to 
the George W. Bush/DICK CHENEY war ma-
chine. I will not give one more dollar for a war 
riddled with conspicuous profiteering. 

Tonight I speak as one who has at times 
been the only Member of this Body at antiwar 
demonstrations calling for withdrawal. And I 
won’t stop calling for withdrawal. 

I was opposed to this war before there was 
a war; I was opposed to the war during the 
war; and I am opposed to this war now—even 
though it’s supposed to be over. 

A vote on war is the single most important 
vote we can make in this House. I understand 
the feelings of my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle who might be severely conflicted by 
the decision we have to make here tonight. 
But the facts of U.S. occupation of Iraq are 
also very clear. The occupation is headed 
down a dead end because so long as U.S. 
combat forces patrol Iraq, there will be an Iraqi 
insurgency against it. 

I urge that we pursue an orderly withdrawal 
from Iraq and pursue, along with our allies, a 
diplomatic solution to the situation in Iraq, sup-
porting the aspirations of the Iraqi people 
through support for democratic processes. 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, there is concern 
on the floor tonight about the way in which this 
resolution was brought up. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, Mr. MURTHA, is one of the 
finest members of this body and has given his 
heart to our nation and his wisdom to this 
Congress. But underlying concerns about the 
process tonight, is the critically important issue 
regarding the future of U.S. involvement in 
Iraq. The United States’ commitment to a sta-
ble and democratic Iraq is essential for the fu-
ture of the region, for the larger war on ter-
rorism and for the Iraqi people. 

In my ten trips to Iraq, four times outside the 
umbrella of the military, I’ve had the oppor-
tunity to speak with hundreds of Iraqis and 
can tell you with some certainty about their 
greatest fear . . . It is not the suicide bombs 
and other terrorist attacks brought against 
their countrymen. It is the concern that the 
United States, which has helped give them a 
taste of freedom and democracy, will leave 
them before they are ready to fend for them-
selves. 

Tonight we have the opportunity to proclaim, 
‘‘We will not leave you.’’ When I hear the crit-
ics on this floor or in the news media say our 
policy is a disaster, that we are in a mess in 
Iraq, I think of the transfer of power in June 
2004, the election in January 2005, the ref-
erendum this past October and what I believe 
will be a huge success in December with the 
election of a permanent Iraqi government. I 
am in awe of what the Iraqis have accom-
plished in such a short period of time. 

Regretfully, the administration has done a 
very poor job explaining to the American peo-
ple why we are there and when and how we 
intend to leave, but this does not mean we 
don’t have an exit strategy. We have a strat-
egy but regretfully it has had to be amended 
more than once. 

The United States’ strategy is to assist the 
Iraqis in creating a secure environment so 
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they can develop their new democratic gov-
ernment with a competent police, border patrol 
and army to defend that government. Amer-
ican forces will be reduced when enough Iraqi 
security forces can take our place and their 
new government is fully functioning. 

Haven’t we learned from the 1983 bombing 
of the marine barracks in Beirut that if we 
leave without finishing the job those that wish 
us harm will come at us again? 

Didn’t we learn any lessons from the attacks 
against our military personnel in Saudi Arabia 
and our diplomats in Africa and our sailors on 
the USS Cole? And didn’t we learn that the 
Islamist extremists would come at us again 
when they attacked the Twin Towers, the Pen-
tagon and attempted to attack our Capitol on 
September 11, 2001 ? 

Yes they will be back again and again and 
again. 

If we leave Iraq without completing our mis-
sion, what type of message will this send to 
the people who need our help? To them and 
the rest of the world the message will be clear 
. . . if you put up a strong enough resistance, 
the United States will eventually tire of its ef-
forts and leave before its mission is accom-
plished. 

JOHN MCCAIN was correct when he asked 
the same questions during debate of the De-
fense Authorization bill: ‘‘Are these the mes-
sages we wish to send? Do we wish to re-
spond to the millions who braved bombs and 
threats to vote, who have put their faith and 
trust in American and the Iraqi Government, 
that our number one priority is now bringing 
our people home?’’ 

Mr. Speaker, although some may feel other-
wise, this is a serious debate about a serious 
issue. I strongly urge all members to vote 
against this resolution and against the pre-
mature withdrawal of our troops from Iraq. 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, today’s debate 
should not be about the character of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. MURTHA, 
whose service to his country is above re-
proach. It should also not be about a resolu-
tion introduced by one member ascribing it to 
the position of another. It should be about the 
profoundness of the dilemma we face in our 
Iraqi policy. 

All wars evoke analogies to prior conflicts. 
Vietnam is on everyone’s mind. My sense is 
that references to our Southeast Asian experi-
ence are somewhat oblique, but important to 
ponder. Of particular relevance is the advice 
of a former Vermont Senator, George Aiken, 
who suggested we just declare victory and get 
out of Vietnam. Aiken’s advice was rooted in 
frustration, but wise as it was, represented 
more spin than reality. Given the strategies in 
play, victory wasn’t close at hand. 

For may Americans, including me, the war 
in Iraq has been difficult to justify. But all 
Americans, except perhaps a few who may be 
partisanly vindictive, should want as positive a 
result as possible, given the circumstances we 
now face. The decision to go to war may have 
been misguided and strategies involved in 
conducting it mistake-ridden; nonetheless 
there should be clarity of purpose in ending 
the conflict, with the goal neither to cut and 
run, nor simply to cut losses. At this junction 
of involvement we should define cogently our 
purposes and by so doing create a basis both 
for a viable future for Iraq and for a U.S. dis-
engagement that respects the sacrifices of 
those who have served so valiantly in our 
armed forces and those of our coalition allies. 

The key at this point is to recognize the 
WMD threat proved not to be a compelling ra-
tionalization for the war and emphasize in-
stead the moral and philosophical case for 
overturning a repressive and cruel regime and 
replacing it with a constitutional democracy. 
This latter emphasis need not suggest or 
imply that all repressive regimes are fair game 
for intervention, nor that regime change is the 
principal American way, nor that other ration-
ales for intervention don’t exist. But it is the 
case for intervention that shows the most con-
cern for the Iraqi people as they look both to 
their past and to the new challenges of Al 
Qaeda. 

Accordingly, in today’s circumstances, my 
advice, as one who voted against authorizing 
military intervention in Iraq, is for the Adminis-
tration to emphasize its commentment to de-
mocracy, not as a rationale for continuing the 
war, but as the reason for disengagement. 

Let me amplify. 
All Americans, however wary they may be 

of the political judgments that have to date 
been made, should concur that the world is 
better off without Saddam Hussein and that it 
is positive that a dictatorial regime is being re-
placed with a democratically elected govern-
ment. The cost of the undertaking may have 
been too high and the results counter-produc-
tive in many ways, but before the international 
situation worsens further, the administration 
would be wise, perhaps noting with pride the 
elections to be held under a constitution this 
December, to announce that a new sovereign 
circumstance allows for comprehensive troop 
drawdowns next year. The more definitive and 
forthright the plan the better, but announcing a 
precise time table is less important than mak-
ing a firm commitment to leave, with articula-
tion of a clear rationale for so doing. If we 
don’t get out of Iraq at a time of our own 
choosing and on our own terms, we will even-
tually be asked to leave, possibly ignomin-
iously, by the Iraqi government, or be seen as 
forced to leave because of terrorist acts, which 
can be expected to continue as long as we 
maintain a military presence in the heart of the 
Muslim world. The key is that we must control 
and be seen as controlling our own fate. 

All Americans should be respectful of the 
sacrifices of our men and women in uniform. 
They have been placed in an untenable situa-
tion. If they had not been so heroic and in 
many cases so helpful in rebuilding neighbor-
hoods and schools, the U.S. would face a far 
more difficult dilemma today. 

But we have no choice except to assess 
whether Osama Bin Laden and his movement 
have not been given added momentum by our 
intervention in Iraq, and whether the ideologi-
cally advocated policy of establishing long- 
term bases or one of returning our troops 
home is likely to be the more effective strategy 
in prevailing in the world-wide war on terror. 

Here, it should not be hard to understand 
that prolonged occupation of a country which 
encompasses an area of land where one of 
the world’s oldest civilizations prospered is 
humiliating to a proud people and those else-
where who share its great religion. It should 
also not be hard to understand that the neo- 
con strategy of establishing a long-term mili-
tary presence in Iraq with semi-permanent 
bases raises the risk of retaliatory terrorist at-
tacks at home and abroad. 

Indeed, according to the University of Chi-
cago scholar, Robert Pape, in his definitive 

book on suicide bombers, Dying to Win, the 
principal reason anarchists choose to wrap 
themselves in explosives and kill innocent ci-
vilians is to register martyred objection to the 
occupation of countries or territories by the 
armed forces of Western or other Democratic 
governments. Suicide bombing, by implication, 
will exist as long as occupations continue. 

In this regard, a note about Al Qaeda is in 
order. Just as neither Iraq with its secular 
leanings nor any Iraqis were responsible for 9/ 
11, so Saddam Hussein apparently considered 
Osama Bin Laden as much a rival as a soul 
brother. It is Western military intervention that 
has precipitated Al Qaeda’s rapid growth in 
Iraq and elsewhere, creating a ‘‘cause cele-
bre’’ for its singularly malevolent actions. If 
American withdrawal policy comes to turn on 
the question of anarchy—i.e., troops can’t be 
drawn down as long as suicide bombers con-
tinue to wreak havoc—we place ourselves in 
a catch 22 and, in effect, hand over decision- 
making discretion to those who wantonly kill. 
We allow the radical few to use our presence 
as the reason for their actions and at the 
same time cause our involvement to be held 
hostage to their villainy. The irony is that as 
conflicted as the Iraqi police and army appear 
to be, we are fast reaching a stage where the 
anarchists may be more credibly dealth with 
by Iraqis themselves, particularly if the prin-
cipal rationale for violence—i.e., the American 
presence—disappears. 

Hence, the case for a change in strategy is 
compelling, not as the resolution under consid-
eration tonight envisions, but in an orderly 
manner, protecting our troops, our values and 
the gains we have helped make for the Iraqi 
people. 

Sometimes it is as difficult to know when to 
end as it is when to start a war. In this context 
I am hard pressed to believe anything except 
that a mistake of historical proportions will 
occur if the administration fails to recognize 
the opportunity presented by next month’s 
elections to effectively bring our involvement in 
this war to a close. It may be true as the Sec-
retary of State told the Senate several weeks 
ago, that democratic elections alone don’t cre-
ate a viable government. But the assertion of 
the Secretary, however valid, should not be 
used as a rationale for an unending American 
occupation. 

It is possible, of course that civil strife will 
ensue when we withdraw, but this is just as 
likely to be the case in 2026 as 2006. In any 
regard, civil union is for the Iraqi people to 
manage. It’s not for American troops to sus-
tain. The authorization this Congress gave to 
the Executive to use force contemplated the 
clear prospect of military intervention in Iraq. It 
did not, however, contemplate prolonged oc-
cupation. If this is not understood by the Exec-
utive branch, the current overwhelming Iraqi 
polling sentiment favoring American troop 
withdrawal will be more than matched by 
shared American sentiment. In a democracy 
no one can be a leader without followers. 

The issue is no longer, as is so frequently 
asserted, the need ‘‘to stay the course;’’ it is 
to avoid ‘‘overstaying’’ our presence. 

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, 
just last month, the Iraqi people, including 
large numbers of Sunni Iraqis, voted in a ref-
erendum on their Constitution. The Iraqi peo-
ple are choosing to participate in the political 
process that can eventually undermine support 
for the indigenous insurgency in Iraq. 
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The next step in building Iraq’s political fu-

ture is elections in December under this new, 
completely Iraqi Constitution. Broad participa-
tion in these elections will continue to build po-
litical momentum for a new self-governing Iraq 
at peace with its neighbors. 

While the political process moves forward, 
the United States and its allies must continue 
to train Iraqi police and security forces so that 
week by week, month by month, more neigh-
borhoods, towns and provinces are patrolled 
and controlled by Iraqis. 

We must also continue to conduct military 
operations against insurgents and foreign 
fighters in Iraq, particularly al Qaeda in Iraq. 
There are still difficult days ahead and much 
work to be done—much of it done by our men 
and women in the military. 

I expect U.S. forces will continue to stay in 
Iraq through December’s elections at roughly 
their current level. But as I’ve said, if political 
and security progress continues on roughly 
the course we are on, American forces should 
be able to start being drawn down in signifi-
cant numbers during the course of next year. 
These redeployments should be based on 
conditions in the field. As the Iraqis stand up, 
we can stand down. 

After September 11, 2001, we made a deci-
sion to play offense in fighting the war on ter-
ror, to track down enemies who would kill 
Americans and give them no place to hide. 
Our troops are doing a fantastic job, and ter-
rorists know they have no hope of defeating 
our troops in the field. They know that the 
center of gravity in their fight is to undermine 
the will of the American people. 

I would rather have American soldiers hunt-
ing down terrorists over there, than have 
American firefighters and police officers re-
sponding to attacks here at home. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, our 
military men and women are doing a tremen-
dous job in Iraq, as they work with Iraqis to 
secure their country and combat the terrorists 
who want so desperately to prevent freedom 
from taking root there. Our troops deserve to 
hear messages of strong support and thanks 
from us—not calls for withdrawal that merely 
give hope to the enemy. Given a chance, the 
Iraqi military and political system will become 
strong enough to defend the Iraqi people on 
its own. But pulling our troops out now would 
undermine this goal and provide an opening 
for al Qaeda and its terrorist brethren. 

I disagree wholeheartedly with those who 
claim our presence there is counterproductive 
and those who argue that it would be best to 
bring America’s troops home before their mis-
sion is completed. Iraq and its people have 
made great strides, most recently with their 
free vote on a constitution. But all their 
progress and our troops’ blood and sweat will 
be for nothing if our forces withdrawal before 
Iraq’s own forces are ready to defend the 
country. 

All of us want to see our soldiers come 
home, but it would be a huge mistake to make 
their withdrawal based on an arbitrary date, 
rather than conditions-based. So many of our 
servicemen and women have sacrificed so 
much to ensure that Iraq does not become a 
haven for terrorists, and we have to make 
sure that mission is accomplished and that 
their sacrifice has not been in vain. Pulling our 
troops out now is akin to surrender and would 
be a fateful blunder. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, the debate over 
this fraudulent resolution is a sad comment on 

the level of debate in the House of Represent-
atives and an insult to a colleague of ours who 
has dedicated his career in the House to im-
proving our national defense and supporting 
American soldiers, sailors and Air Force per-
sonnel. No one in this body can or should 
challenge the patriotism of Congressman JACK 
MURTHA, who is a decorated veteran who 
spent 37 years in the United States Marine 
Corps and whose experience in uniform has 
helped to shape his informed views on na-
tional security here in Congress. When he ex-
pressed his personal and thoughtful views on 
the future of our Nation’s involvement in the 
war in Iraq he was subjected to a barrage of 
personal criticism that was truly excessive, in-
cluding an official statement from the Presi-
dent’s Press Secretary that trivialized the very 
nature of our congressional debate over a 
very important subject. 

Today the Chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee, usually a thoughtful 
Member himself, took it upon himself to intro-
duce a caricature of a resolution that totally ig-
nores many of the important points that Mr. 
MURTHA originally suggested, and it makes a 
mockery of the process of honest and open 
debate in the House of Representatives. It is 
difficult for me to remember a time when seri-
ous issues of national security have ever been 
treated with such disdain here in the House, 
and I am extremely disappointed in the Re-
publican leadership of the House that has al-
lowed this circus atmosphere to take place 
today. 

Even more astounding to me is that the 
House is rushing through a rule to consider 
this Resolution today with the explanation that 
it is ostensibly a debate over the war in Iraq. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. We 
have not had an honest debate on the war in 
Iraq here in the House even as we have seen 
more than 2,000 young American die in battle. 
We have not had an honest debate over the 
quality of information that we were given be-
fore the start of the war, or about the inability 
of Secretary Rumsfeld and the Bush Adminis-
tration to give us any serious indication of our 
current objectives or a time line for the ulti-
mate re-deployment of American troops out of 
Iraq. I would welcome such an honest and 
thorough debate, as I am sure all of my col-
leagues in the Democratic party would. But 
what we are doing today is a politically moti-
vated exercise that insults that integrity and 
cheapens the reputation of the House itself. 

There are many troubling aspects of our in-
volvement in Iraq that we should be debating, 
including the discovery just this week that 
some of the Iraqi security forces that we are 
training—paying for—were engaged in the 
same type of torture of Iraqi citizens that char-
acterized the reign of Saddam Hussein him-
self. 

What we should not be doing is considering 
a disingenuous resolution that is merely in-
tended to elicit sound bites for conservative 
talk radio shows and which is a thinly-veiled 
attempt to insult one of the most courageous 
and dedicated members of the House, Mr. 
MURTHA. We can do better, Mr. Speaker, and 
we should resoundingly reject this measure. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, my colleague 
from Pennsylvania, Mr. MURTHA said yester-
day that ‘‘our military has done everything that 
has been asked of them, the U.S. cannot ac-
complish anything further in Iraq militarily. It is 
time to bring them home.’’ I know Mr. MURTHA 

to be a man of honor and integrity and I am 
sure he is sincere in his belief that there is not 
more to accomplish and we must immediately 
withdraw our troops. I could not disagree more 
with his assessment. 

We must stay in Iraq to finish the job and 
leave with honor. To cut and run now and 
leave with our tail between our legs would 
send the message to terrorists around the 
world that America has lost its will to win the 
War on Terrorism. This would merely em-
bolden our terrorist enemies and lead to open 
season on America and our allies. We cannot 
allow this to happen. We must stay the course 
in Iraq and finish the job. The stakes are too 
high to fail. 

Throughout American history, we have been 
tested in times of war many times. But virtually 
every time, we stayed the course and pre-
vailed. 

We did not experience quick victory in the 
American Revolution. In fact, it took our 
Founding Fathers years to win our hard-fought 
independence. We were defeated at the Bat-
tles of Long Island, Harlem Heights, White 
Plains and others, and we will never forget the 
dark days at Valley Forge, yet we did not give 
up our desire for freedom. 

And let’s not forget in WorId War II, where 
we suffered rapid and repeated defeats at 
Guam, Wake Island, the Philippines and Kas-
serine Pass. 

But when General Douglas Macarthur was 
forced to leave the Philippines, he did not say, 
‘‘We should have an immediate withdraw of all 
American troops.’’ Instead, he uttered the im-
mortal words: ‘‘I shall return.’’ 

And we aren’t even losing in Iraq! We are 
winning, and making a difference. Because of 
our intervention in Iraq, a murderous dictator 
and a totalitarian regime have been over-
thrown, free elections have been held, and a 
new constitution has been drafted and ratified. 

This is an important and emotional debate. 
When to send our servicemen and women to 
war and when to bring them home is perhaps 
the most difficult decision we as Member face. 
I have been to Iraq and everybody I met was 
enthusiastic, about doing their job and helping 
the Iraqi people. 

We must fight this temptation to set an artifi-
cial timetable as to when we bring our troops 
home. All this will do is allow the terrorists 
time to regroup and lay in wait until we leave. 
But do not take my word for it. Take the word 
of a top American commander in Iraq who 
called setting a deadline for troop withdrawal 
‘‘a recipe for disaster.’’ 

Army Maj. Gen. William Webster, whose 3rd 
Infantry Division is responsible for security in 
three-fourths of Iraq’s capital said ‘‘Setting a 
date would mean that the 221 soldiers I’ve lost 
this year, that their lives will have been lost in 
vain. Iraq’s armed factions would likely take a 
cue from a timetable for a U.S. withdrawal to 
lie low, gathering their strength and laying 
plans for renewed conflict when the Americans 
leave.’’ 

Gen. Webster went on to say ‘‘They believe 
they’re doing the right thing. The soldiers be-
lieve they’re helping.’’ 

My colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
have been saying that the war in Iraq has 
been a dismal failure and a mistake. Let me 
ask them, is it a sign failure that our troops 
have vaccinated over 3 million children under 
5 to help these children fight polio. Or that we 
screened more than 1.3 million children under 
age 5 for malnutrition. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:04 Nov 16, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00105 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H18NO5.REC H18NO5C
C

O
LE

M
A

N
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
71

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH11016 November 18, 2005 
Was it a mistake to rehabilitate almost 3,000 

schools? What about the 36,000 secondary 
school teachers and administrators, including 
1000 master trainers, that have been trained 
by the Iraqis with the United States’ help? 
These teachers are going to start teaching in 
a way that gives freedom to the children. 

I ask my friends on the other side of the 
aisle once again, would you say accom-
plishing all of this constitutes failure? The mil-
lions of Iraqi men, women and children who 
no longer live under a brutal dictator would not 
think so. 

We must continue to fight the terrorists and 
secure Iraq as a stable, secure democracy. 
We are making a great deal of progress on 
the democracy front as well. The approval of 
Iraq’s constitution on October 15 was a his-
toric day for Iraq and a bad day for terrorists. 
Millions of Iraqis turned out to vote, embracing 
the democratic process. Iraq now has a con-
stitution. 

On the day of the referendum, there were 
no suicide bombings, and attacks on polling 
stations were down from 108 in January to 19 
in October. Sixty percent of registered voters 
took part in the referendum. Significantly high-
er turnout in Sunni a further indication that 
Sunnis are joining the political process. 

Mr. Speaker, we are at a crossroads in Iraq. 
Do we cut and run or do we stay and finish 
the job? There is too much at stake to imme-
diately pull out. All we would be doing is 
strengthening the terrorists. We must finish the 
job. We must stay the course and leave with 
honor. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this resolution. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, the 
unspoken inevitability we face is that U.S. 
troops will eventually leave Iraq. 

Eighty percent of Iraqis want us to leave 
now. They now see us as occupiers, not lib-
erators. 

American politicians say we must save 
Iraqis from an even more violent civil war. 

But that civil war is underway because of 
the American presence. It is fueling Sunni 
hostility toward Shia collaborators. 

If the American forces weren’t there, Iraqi 
Shia security forces would no longer be serv-
ing the interests of foreign infidels against 
other fellow Iraqis. It would open the door to 
the reenlistments of many of the best trained 
and experienced former Iraqi military and po-
lice professionals. 

The preponderance of power now lies with 
the Shia and the Kurds. The Sunni fighters 
have only small arms and make-shift explosive 
devices. The insurgents don’t have access to 
Saddam’s tanks and helicopters. 

Furthermore, we have equipped the Shia 
and Kurds with much superior weaponry and 
they are vastly superior in number. 

If the Americans end their occupation, the 
insurgents’ resistance will lose its purpose. 

The foreign jihadi element in Iraq is numeri-
cally insignificant. The vast bulk of the resist-
ance has little connection to al-Qaeda or its 
offshoots. The colonel in charge of cleaning 
out the insurgency in Tall Afar said they were 
fighting foreign jihadi fighters coming in from 
Syria. Yet, when they interrogated the more 
than a thousand captives, not one—not one 
was a foreigner—all were native Iraqi insur-
gents. 

But al Zarqawi and his followers have bene-
fited mightily from this misguided war because 
he is being given credit by American politi-
cians for heading the resistance. We, in Amer-
ica, have been his best recruiting aid. 

But what Zarqawi and al-Qaeda want is 
wholly different from what the Sunni insur-
gents want. Zarqawi wants to see a Muslim 
caliphate and a violent struggle against Chris-
tian and Jewish infidels around the world until 
Judgment Day. 

The Sunni insurgents want an independent 
Iraq that will enable them to regain the wealth 
and power they experienced under Saddam. 

Foreign fighters will be harshly treated by 
Iraqis once American troops leave. The 
jihadists need a failed state to function. That’s 
why they were not in Iraq until we entered Iraq 
and broke up the effective, albeit horribly re-
pressive government of Saddam Hussein. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
speak in opposition to H. Res. 571, and to 
urge my colleagues—in the strongest possible 
terms—to vote against this resolution. As with 
other members who have risen here today, I 
also served in our military. I’m a veteran of the 
United States Navy, and served one year in 
the Vietnam War on swift boats. But, Mr. 
Speaker, I do not stand before you tonight and 
suggest that past military service is a require-
ment for one to have a credible opinion on this 
important issue. All Americans have a right to 
be heard on this matter—and should be 
heard. 

Mr. Speaker, with all my heart and with all 
my mind, I believe that to pull our troops from 
Iraq immediately would send a clear and un-
mistakable message to every potential enemy 
worldwide that the United States has no back-
bone, no willingness to see a tough struggle 
through to the end. It would be a message to 
our allies that the United States does not 
honor its commitments. And it would send a 
message to the families of every member of 
the armed forces selflessly serving to defend 
our liberties, especially those who have paid 
the ultimate sacrifice that their service, their 
sacrifice, has been in vain. 

Look to our past history: In the face of re-
lentless opposition from abroad and ever here 
at home, the United States honored its com-
mitments to Germany, Japan, and South 
Korea after World War II and the Korean War. 
Today they are our strongest allies. On the 
other hand, Osama bin Laden himself wrote 
that evidence of the United States’ weakness 
could be found in our departures from Viet-
nam, Beirut, and Mogadishu. ‘‘The United 
States is a paper tiger,’’ he was saying. 
‘‘Smack them in the face and they run.’’ 

To pull our troops from Iraq immediately 
would be an abrogation of our responsibilities 
in the world. 

History will not define this great nation by 
our decision to enter Iraq—it will define us by 
how we leave Iraq. 

Whether or not you supported the decision 
to go to war against Iraq in the first place, we 
have an obligation to leave Iraq a safer, freer 
country than it was under Sadam Hussein. 
Spreading freedom and liberty is not some-
thing America has ever avoided, nor should it. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this 
resolution. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the definition of 
‘‘immediate termination of United States forces 
in Iraq’’ must mean the following as set forth 
by Representative JOHN MURTHA: 

‘‘My plan calls: 
—To immediately redeploy U.S. troops 

consistent with the safety of U.S. forces. 
—To create a quick reaction force in the 

region. 

—To create over-the-horizon presence of 
Marines. 

—To diplomatically pursue security and 
stability in Iraq. 

You may call this a position, a program, or 
an exit strategy but this is the Murtha mes-
sage which set in motion the current pro-
ceedings on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. This is the declaration heard 
from Representative MURTHA by the American 
people and around the world. By all standards 
of decency and by popular decree the Repub-
lican leadership is mandated to respect the 
precedent setting language of this most de-
tailed of all proposals for new and creative ac-
tion in Iraq. 

For this reason I urge all of my colleagues 
to examine closely the resolution before us. 
‘‘That the deployment of United States forces 
in Iraq be terminated immediately.’’ In view of 
the fact that the wording of this resolution dis-
torts the plan set forth by Congressman MUR-
THA, I urge all Members to condemn this dirty 
trick by voting ‘‘present.’’ 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues, there is nothing—nothing—more seri-
ous that we will do in our lives as well as our 
careers than to send young American men 
and women to war. And there is no one in this 
body who understands the consequences of 
that decision more than JACK MURTHA who 
served 37 years in the Marines, won two Pur-
ple Hearts in battle, and loves without reserva-
tion our soldiers in uniform. 

Over 2,070 Americans and tens of thou-
sands of civilian Iraqis are dead, thousands 
more are horribly injured in this war that many 
of us believe to be completely unjustified. Yet 
the House Republicans are so morally bank-
rupt that they would turn to cheap political 
stunts in order to undercut Congressman 
MURTHA’s conscience-driven call for an end to 
the Iraq war, which he calls ‘‘a flawed policy 
wrapped in illusion.’’ 

But there is not a person in this House who 
is man or woman enough to ever undercut the 
credibility of JACK MURTHA, no matter how 
many accusations they may throw at him, no 
matter how many names they call him, and no 
matter how many ‘‘clever’’ tactics they try. 

Shame on the Republican leaders for think-
ing it’s ok to turn this war into a game and 
Representative MURTHA into a political football. 
Shame on the Speaker for accusing JACK 
MURTHA of insulting and demoralizing our 
troops. Mr. MURTHA, this decorated war hero, 
is right when he says ‘‘what demoralizes them 
is going to war with not enough troops and 
equipment to make the transition to peace; the 
devastation caused by IEDs; being deployed 
to Iraq when their homes have been ravaged 
by hurricanes; being on their second or third 
deployment and leaving their families behind 
without a network of support.’’ 

The Republicans don’t demean Mr. MURTHA, 
can’t begin to demean Mr. MURTHA, when they 
make baseless allegations and engage in 
pointless political stunts. They demean them-
selves and they demean the integrity of this 
House of Representatives. Shame on you. 

I support JACK MURTHA’s resolution to stop 
sending our soldiers to die in Iraq. I support 
him when he says, ‘‘It is time to bring them 
home.’’ The proper response from those who 
disagree with this revered Marine would be to 
have a serious discussion about how we got 
into Iraq, about the conduct of the war, and 
about how we get out. Instead we see the typ-
ical slash-and-burn personal attacks that are 
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the mainstay of the Republicans, especially 
when they know they are wrong. And you are 
wrong. 

But you are no longer fooling the American 
people. In overwhelming numbers they think it 
was a mistake to go to war in Iraq; they think 
the Bush Administration mishandled the war; 
they don’t trust the President to tell the truth; 
and they don’t support this war. On the eve of 
Thanksgiving, even as our troops are doing 
their very best far from home and family, the 
Republicans have chosen to pull a cheap, de-
meaning political stunt. Shame on you. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, we went to 
war in Iraq in an irresponsible way; we should 
leave Iraq in a responsible way. 

The Administration’s slogan of ‘‘stay the 
course’’ is not a strategy. More of the same is 
unacceptable. We must change course. The 
Bush Administration has tried to stifle debate 
here at home by shamelessly challenging the 
patriotism of those who question their ap-
proach. The time has come for a serious de-
bate on this issue of utmost importance to the 
American people. We should bring our troops 
home as quickly and safely as possible. But 
bringing our troops home is only part of a suc-
cessful strategy for leaving Iraq. We must re-
deploy our troops in a way that does not un-
leash even more bloodshed and killing in Iraq, 
and does not create a vacuum that will be ex-
ploited by Al Queda and terrorist elements. 

Our nation went to war in Iraq based on 
false information and gross distortions of the 
facts made by President Bush and others in 
his Administration. Before the invasion, a num-
ber of us gave speeches on the floor of this 
House outlining the dangers of going to war in 
Iraq. The Bush Administration and the Con-
gress chose to disregard the warnings that 
were raised by many people who had experi-
ence on foreign policy issues regarding the 
Persian Gulf region. 

We have made many mistakes during the 
war, but many of the results of our invasion 
were predictable. As I said on this floor prior 
to the war: 

‘‘The President has presented a utopian vi-
sion of democracy breaking out in the Middle 
East after we invade Iraq. It is just as easy to 
imagine a scenario where difficulties in Iraq 
and the American action there fuel resentment 
toward occupying American troops and in-
flame the region against us, strengthening the 
hands of radical Islamic fundamentalists and 
making it more difficult to promote democracy 
and other U.S. goals in the region.’’ 

Now, more than two and half years after the 
invasion of Iraq, those predictions have unfor-
tunately proved true. The Administration utterly 
failed to understand the dynamics and history 
of Iraq. They failed to understand the opening 
that Sunni grievances and old rivalries would 
give to our enemies, to Al Queda and others. 
The Administration built its actions on a foun-
dation of sand—on rosy scenarios and wishful 
thinking. We never had a plan to deal with the 
forces we were unleashing in Iraq and we are 
dealing with the consequences now. There 
have been over 2,079 confirmed American 
deaths in Iraq. Over 15,500 have been seri-
ously injured. There have been reports of at 
least 30,000 Iraqi civilian deaths. 

Having invaded Iraq, the United States has 
a moral and national security obligation to do 
everything possible to prevent the situation 
from spiraling even farther out of control. We 
must devise a plan to leave Iraq in a way that 

maximizes the chances for stability and mini-
mizes the possibilities of a full scale civil war 
erupting. 

The insurgency today consists primarily of 
former Baathists who lost their grip on power 
and who fear for their future security in a 
country dominated by the Shia. They have re-
sorted to a bloody campaign of terrorist at-
tacks to prevent the establishment of a central 
government. The Bush Administration has 
failed to develop a political strategy that will 
end the violence. 

This conflict will not be resolved by military 
force. It requires a diplomatic and political so-
lution. Any resolution must address the Sunni 
fears that are feeding much of the violence. At 
the same time, any resolution must recognize 
the facts on the ground—the Kurds will never 
again allow themselves to be victimized by a 
central government in Bagdhad and the Shia, 
by virtue of their majority status, will never 
again allow themselves to be dominated by 
others. 

The Bush Administration’s efforts to achieve 
a political solution have been grossly inad-
equate. However, the prospects for a political 
and diplomatic resolution are less likely in the 
face of a total immediate withdrawal of U.S. 
forces from Iraq. The more likely result would 
be a surge in killings of innocent Iraqis as dif-
ferent groups compete for power in the vacu-
um left by the immediate and total departure 
of American forces. That bloodshed would be 
a great stain on our nation and a terrible blow 
to our already shattered credibility. Moreover, 
just as the precipitous U.S. disengagement 
from Afghanistan following the Soviet with-
drawal from that country opened the door to 
the Taliban regime, the immediate and total 
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq—without a 
political plan in place—would most benefit ex-
tremist and terrorist groups. 

Our strategy for leaving Iraq must also rec-
ognize that Iraq’s neighbors—Iran, Turkey and 
Syria—all have strong interests in the future of 
Iraq. Our plan must ensure that the United Na-
tions and the international community will work 
to prevent others from exploiting the situation 
in Iraq at the expense of the Iraqi people and 
the security of the region and the United 
States. 

The Senate Democrats, under the leader-
ship of Senators HARRY REID and CARL LEVIN 
have proposed a path for bringing our troops 
home in an orderly way that minimizes the 
likelihood of an outbreak of a full scale civil 
war in Iraq. 

In the aftermath of the terrible attacks of 
September 11, 2001, the world rallied to our 
side. The international community supported 
our decision to go into Afghanistan to root out 
Al Queda. The Bush Administration squan-
dered that international good will. Instead, it 
began a war of choice against Iraq. As many 
predicted before the invasion, that war has 
fueled the ranks of Al Queda and strength-
ened the jihadists. We must not compound the 
blunders of the Bush Administration by cre-
ating the conditions for even more bloodshed 
in Iraq and allowing it to become a haven and 
launching pad for terrorist activities. 

This Congress has not had a serious debate 
on Iraq. Instead, the Republican leadership in 
this House has worked to hide from the Amer-
ican people the gross incompetence of the 
Bush Administration’s policies on Iraq. The 
time is long overdue for us to have a serious 
discussion on this issue of the greatest impor-

tance to the American people. Our troops and 
their families deserve no less. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of a colleague, a friend and 
someone whose judgment I respect. JOHN 
MURTHA had seen a lot of battles before he 
came to Congress. A decorated Vietnam Vet-
eran with two Purple Hearts, a Bronze Star in 
37 years of service in the Marines. 

I did not know him then, but I know him 
now. He is a Member who carries with him a 
full life lived, a perspective shaped by experi-
ence and understanding. He has accrued wis-
dom, which is seldom seen in a person who 
carries it in such a dignified and unassuming 
manner. 

He was one of the first gentlemen of the 
House to support the ‘‘Women In Military 
Service For America Memorial.’’ I asked him 
for his support on this project, but I did not 
have to explain it. He understood the contribu-
tions women and other minorities have made 
in the military. He takes a comprehensive and 
inclusive view of situations. This man’s actions 
define who he is. I find this refreshing. He 
speaks from a position of knowledge. I say 
this because tonight we are debating a se-
verely amended version of the Murtha Resolu-
tion. 

If we are going to seriously debate the war 
in Iraq, we must do so in the scope that rep-
resents the full spectrum of the American peo-
ple. This resolution tonight is not the debate 
the American people have asked for or need 
to hear. The American people want a com-
prehensive and inclusive debate that reflects 
the complexity of the situation our country 
finds itself in. 

While agreeing with the Murtha Resolution, 
I do so primarily because he has given this sit-
uation great thought and because I trust that 
the author had every intent of fully debating 
his resolution whether members agreed to it or 
not—and is willing to listen constructively. We 
should follow his lead on opening up this de-
bate—not smothering it. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
that on this Friday night before we adjourn for 
the Thanksgiving season to be with family and 
mends to give thanks, let us give dignity to a 
true debate about this war in Iraq. 

The American people deserve better. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today with 

a heavy heart to enter into the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD my observations regarding the 
shameless acts of the Republicans who have 
hijacked the House of Representatives and 
have become so arrogant, so deaf to any 
voices but their own they do not hear the 
voices of the American people. My friend and 
colleague, JOHN MURTHA, a true American pa-
triot and decorated Marine Corps veteran of 
Vietnam combat, spoke from his heart yester-
day on behalf of those he cares most about: 
the men and women wearing the uniform of 
the United States of America and the people 
of this country he has served all his life. 

Congressman JOHN MURTHA, the leading 
Democrat on the House Appropriations Com-
mittee’s defense committee, reached a point 
where he felt this country’s continued occupa-
tion of Iraq was a source of the violence in 
Iraq. Congressman MURTHA had the courage 
to do what few have been able to do. He 
faced the people at a press conference and 
described how he had come to the conclusion 
that: ‘‘The United States and coalition troops 
have done all they can in Iraq, but it is time 
for a change in direction. Our military is suf-
fering. The future of our country is at risk. We 
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can not continue on the present course. It is 
evident that continued military action in Iraq is 
not in the best interests of the United States 
of America, the Iraqi people or the Persian 
Gulf Region.’’ 

Congressman MURTHA supported his con-
clusions by the now familiar truths we know. 
The reasons we were given for going to war 
were all false. There were no weapons of 
mass destruction and no nuclear weapons; 
there was no imminent danger. We were not 
welcomed by flowers in Baghdad. We had not 
brought Democracy in Iraq. Congressman 
MURTHA cited the key indicators in order to as-
sess the ‘‘progress’’ of Iraq. According to re-
ports recently submitted to his committee by 
the Secretary of Defense, Congressman MUR-
THA learned some disturbing news. ‘‘Oil pro-
duction and energy in Iraq are below prewar 
levels. Our reconstruction efforts have been 
crippled by the security situation. Only $9 bil-
lion appropriated for reconstruction has been 
spent. Unemployment remains at about 60 
percent. Clean water is scarce. Only $500 mil-
lion of the $2.2 billion appropriated for water 
projects has been spent. And most impor-
tantly, insurgent incidents have increased from 
about 150 per week to over 700 per week in 
the last year.’’ 

Congressman MURTHA pointed out that the 
American people do not want us in Iraq. A 
British poll found that 80 percent of Iraqis do 
not want us occupying their country. Of the 80 
percent of the Iraqis who don’t want us in Iraq, 
44 percent felt attacks on Americans were jus-
tified. Drawing on his experience in Vietnam, 
Congressman MURTHA said there is no way to 
win a war with insurgents when the people tell 
the insurgents what moves you are going to 
take. 

Congressman MURTHA repeated what he 
has been saying. The war in Iraq cannot be 
won militarily. The administration is now say-
ing the same thing. Congressman MURTHA 
stated that our military has done its duty, but 
the war continues to intensify. 

Congressman MURTHA’s proposal was not 
to ‘‘cut and run’’ as the Republicans have 
said. His proposal provides for re-deployment 
from Iraq, the safety of our troops, and a rapid 
deployment force to deal with any genuine ter-
rorist threat in the region. 

To equate a criticism of the President’s 
failed policy with a lack of support of our 
troops is beneath contempt. It is appalling to 
see the President, the Vice President, and 
Secretary Rumsfeld smear JOHN MURTHA with 
accusations of cowardice. 

I think Congressman MURTHA said it just 
right when he was asked at his press con-
ference yesterday how he felt about Vice 
President CHENEY’S attempt to tell him what 
was good for the troops. He said he welcomed 
a man with five deferments attempting to tell 
him what was good for troops in battle. It was 
easy, MURTHA said, to sit in air-conditioned of-
fices, and decide what the troops were going 
to do, but our soldiers have it very hard in 
Iraq. Very hard. When a man with the combat 
record of Congressman MURTHA talks about 
men and women in battle, I think he deserves 
to be heard. 

Instead, the President blasted him from as 
far away as China. And today, the Republican 
House leadership pulled one of their dirtiest 
tricks. The Republicans introduced and put up 
for a vote a mockery of the Murtha Resolution, 
with no discussion, no consideration in com-

mittee and no input from the American people. 
It was a calculated move by Republicans de-
signed to make it appear to the American peo-
ple that MURTHA’S reasonable resolution was a 
proposal to undermine the troops. 

With this move, Republicans made a mock-
ery of the people’s House and the people’s 
wishes. They smeared an American hero and 
a man who cares about the military and his 
country. The leadership of the Republican 
House of Representatives, acting in lock step 
with a failed President is perpetuating, in JOHN 
MURTHA’s words, a ‘‘failed policy wrapped in 
an illusion.’’ 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise this 
evening in opposition to this resolution calling 
for an immediate withdrawal of U.S. troops 
from Iraq. It is a shame that some members 
of the House leadership have decided to turn 
one of the most pressing issues facing our 
Nation into a political stunt. 

This resolution is not offered in good faith; 
it is a blatant effort to confront, to embarrass, 
and to chide anyone who has legitimate ques-
tions about how this war is being prosecuted. 
It is cynical and mean-spirited, and most trag-
ically, it is a disservice to our troops who are 
serving valiantly and sacrificing their lives 
every day to accomplish the mission they 
were given. 

Our Nation’s future role in Iraq is a serious 
matter that affects the lives of all Americans. 
Consequently, the American public have legiti-
mate questions—not necessarily about the 
value of our mission there, but about how we 
expect to achieve our goals. They want to 
know what victory will look like, the steps we 
will take to get there, and the appropriate time 
for our forces to leave safely. Our soldiers, 
sailors, airmen and marines, their families 
here at home, and all Americans deserve 
those answers. 

Yesterday, my friend and colleague, JACK 
MURTHA, a patriot and a decorated veteran, at-
tempted to start that dialogue. However, in-
stead of having a frank discussion about the 
potential consequences of immediate troop 
withdrawal or addressing the burning ques-
tions in the minds of most Americans, the Re-
publican leadership disingenuously twisted Mr. 
MURTHA’s words, making a mockery of the 
democratic principles that we hope to instill 
throughout the world. 

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution grants 
Congress the right to oversee the operations 
of the military. As a member of the House 
Armed Services Committee, it is a responsi-
bility I take very seriously. Instead of seeking 
a plan for victory, the Republican leadership 
has given the American people silence and 
the status quo. If we do not endeavor to pro-
vide the answers that so many demand, we 
will have failed in our responsibilities. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this 
resolution and to demonstrate that we will not 
play politics on an issue of such magnitude. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I have been in 
Congress for nearly 20 years. And in all that 
tie, I don’t think I have ever been more 
ashamed of the House of Representatives 
than I am today. 

Deciding issues of war and peace should be 
one of the most solemn obligations we con-
front in Congress. Instead, what is going on 
today is pure political gamesmanship. Such 
gamesmanship demeans the sacrifice of our 
men and women in uniform, demeans our 
country’s tradition of democratic debate, and is 

a total abdication of our responsibilities as 
Members of Congress. Rather than holding 
vigorous oversight hearings and having a full, 
open and honest discussion about the future 
of U.S. involvement in Iraq, the Republican 
leadership has rushed a resolution to the floor 
today that deliberately mischaracterizes the 
views of many Democrats, including the hon-
orable Representative JACK MURTHA, a deco-
rated marine who served in both Korea and 
Vietnam, who have called for a safe and or-
derly withdrawal of U.S. troops over the next 
six months to a year. 

Instead of debating the merits of the ongo-
ing occupation of Iraq and the White House’s 
lack of an exit strategy, the White House and 
the Republican leadership in Congress have 
viciously attacked the integrity of both Repub-
lican and Democratic critics of the administra-
tion’s Iraq war policies. Senator HAGEL, a Re-
publican from Nebraska, was so outraged by 
such character assassination that he said re-
cently, ‘‘The Bush administration must under-
stand that each American has a right to ques-
tion our policies in Iraq and should not be de-
monized for disagreeing with them. Sug-
gesting that to challenge or criticize policy is 
undermining and hurting our troops is not de-
mocracy nor what this country has stood for, 
for over 200 years . . . Vietnam was a na-
tional tragedy partly because Members of 
Congress failed their country, remained silent 
and lacked the courage to challenge the Ad-
ministrations in power until it was too late . . . 
To question your government is not unpatri-
otic—to not question your government is un-
patriotic.’’ 

It is particularly galling when individuals like 
DICK CHENEY, who has never served a day in 
the military, let alone been shot at by enemy 
soldiers on behalf of our country, questions 
the integrity of genuine heroes like Represent-
ative MURTHA. 

Let me be clear, I have not supported an 
immediate withdrawal from Iraq. But, I do be-
lieve that in the wake of the December par-
liamentary elections in Iraq that the U.S. 
should negotiate a timeline with the new Iraqi 
government for the withdrawal of U.S. troops 
next year. 

I was heartened when millions of Iraqis, 
even at risk of life and limb, voted in late Jan-
uary to establish an interim government and 
constitutional assembly and again in October 
in support of a new Constitution. I wrote to 
President Bush just after the January election, 
suggesting that the U.S. negotiate a timeline 
for a phased withdrawal of U.S. troops with 
the newly elected government. I felt it would 
be an ideal time to signal to the Iraqi people 
in a concrete way that the U.S. has no long- 
term designs on their country. While the Presi-
dent ignored my advice earlier this year, I 
renew my call and ask that following the De-
cember elections in Iraq, the U.S. negotiate a 
timeline to withdraw from Iraq next year. 

While some have argued that announcing a 
timeline for withdrawal would undermine our 
troops and allow the insurgents to wait us out, 
I disagree. 

Negotiating a timeline for withdrawal with 
the Iraqi government elected next month 
would show that democracy ended the U.S. 
occupation of Iraq, not terrorist or insurgent vi-
olence, and would allow our troops to come 
home with honor. 

Announcing the termination of the open- 
ended U.S. military commitment in Iraq and 
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providing a concrete plan, including a timeline 
negotiated with the Iraqi government, for with-
drawal could also undermine support for insur-
gents who have stoked the wide variety of 
grievances of ordinary Iraqis arising from the 
occupation to generate popular support for 
their cause. Most importantly, establishing a 
withdrawal plan and timeline would remove 
one of the chief causes of instability in Iraq, 
the occupation itself, by separating nationalist 
Iraqi insurgents trying to end the occupation, 
both Sunni and Shia, from foreign elements in 
Iraq for their own reasons. To the extent that 
a specific withdrawal plan, with benchmarks 
for measuring success in stabilizing Iraq, 
would turn Iraqis, both Sunni and Shia, 
against the foreign terrorists operating in Iraq, 
it could be a key turning point in stabilizing the 
country. Remember, the insurgency is made 
up of two primary camps—nationalist Sunnis 
and foreign terrorists. These two camps have 
different motivations and different goals. 

A timeline and withdrawal plan negotiated 
with the Iraqi government would also boost the 
Iraqi government’s legitimacy and claim to 
self-rule and would force the Iraqi government 
to take responsibility for itself and its citizens. 

Just as importantly, a specific plan and 
timeline for withdrawal would provide much 
needed relief to over-burdened military per-
sonnel and their families and provide some 
certainty to U.S. taxpayers regarding the ulti-
mate financial burden they’ll be forced to bear. 

A plan for withdrawal could also help the 
United States in our broader fight against Is-
lamic extremists with global ambitions, most 
notably al-Qaeda, by taking away a recruiting 
tool and training ground. Porter Goss, the Di-
rector of the Central Intelligence Agency, testi-
fied to Congress earlier this year that, ‘‘Islamic 
extremists are exploiting the Iraqi conflict to 
recruit new anti-U.S. jihadists. These jihadists 
who survive will leave Iraq experienced and 
focused on acts of urban terrorism.’’ He went 
on to say, ‘‘The Iraq conflict, while not a cause 
of extremism, has become a cause for extrem-
ists.’’ And, the Commander of U.S. forces in 
Iraq, General George Casey, testified to Con-
gress earlier this year that ‘‘the perception of 
occupation in Iraq is a major driving force be-
hind the insurgency. ‘‘ 

Finally, establishing a firm timeline for with-
drawal could accelerate the development of 
Iraqi security forces and deepen their commit-
ment to defending their own country and their 
own government by eliminating the conflicted 
feelings they now feel by working with an oc-
cupying force. It would allow them to be de-
fending a sovereign Iraqi government, rather 
than fighting on the side of an occupation 
force. 

The House should be debating this impor-
tant issue and strategies for moving forward in 
Iraq instead of politically motivated straw man 
resolutions. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I want our 
troops home as soon as anyone here, but I 
will not let the sacrifices of those who will 
never come home from Iraq and Afghanistan 
be wasted or forgotten. 

Our brave men and women went to battle to 
bring freedom to Iraq and Afghanistan, and to 
take the fight to the terrorists so that we do 
not have to fight them here at home. This is 
a fight for the free world. It is a fight that we 
must win, and it is a fight that we will win only 
when we support our troops. 

Let us work across the aisle to help them 
succeed and get them home safely, and let us 

honor their sacrifice by continuing to support 
their vital mission. 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in disgust 
at the level of cynicism that is represented by 
this resolution. 

This exercise by the House Republican 
leadership is about as un-American and con-
temptuous as it gets. 

I support Mr. MURTHA’s resolution to bring 
about an end to U.S. operations in Iraq in— 
and I quote—‘‘at the earliest practicable date.’’ 

The resolution before us is not about that. 
This resolution is a blatant political effort to 

make it look like the President’s Iraq policy 
has broad support in Congress and among the 
public—which it obviously does not. 

Worse, it transforms the sacrifice of our 
brave troops into crass political exercise. 

Mr. Speaker, I have opposed this war from 
the beginning. 

I wasn’t convinced of the need for it and 
deeply concerned about the potential fallout 
that it could precipitate. 

Sadly, many of my concerns have been 
borne out, as nearly 2,100 brave Americans 
have lost their lives and many thousands more 
have been wounded. 

Today, the insurgency continues unabated 
and now Iraq is a hotbed of terrorist activity. 

We are less secure today than before we in-
vaded. 

As a result, America’s position and influence 
in the world have suffered greatly in the proc-
ess. 

I believe it is long past time that the admin-
istration produce an exit strategy for Iraq and 
am deeply disappointed that all we have seen 
is more of the same arrogance and incom-
petence that got us here in the first place. 

I am not surprised by Representative MUR-
THA’s statement yesterday. 

Mr. MURTHA’s distinguished military career, 
and his decades of public service, have given 
him a level of expertise on defense issues vir-
tually unparalleled in today’s Congress. 

He understands the troops and their leader-
ship, and the challenges faced by the military 
in times of war and peace far better than 
most. 

I am sure his announcement is the result of 
long and careful consideration and demands 
the attention of all thinking Americans. 

I am shocked, but not surprised, by the 
shameful response of some of my Republican 
colleagues in Congress and by officials in the 
White House who have sought to besmirch 
Mr. MURTHA’s motivations and accumen. 

Today’s action by the House leadership is 
more of the same—an attempt to smear a 
man of honor who commits the unpardonable 
sin of disagreeing with them. 

Fortunately, I know that as time goes on Mr. 
MURTHA’s call for a serious reassessment of 
our position in Iraq will be recognized as 
thoughtful analysis of a policy in deep trouble 
and need for change. 

I only hope that President Bush and his ad-
ministration will discover that truth before more 
lives are lost in this very tragic situation. 

Speaker J. DENNIS HASTERT declared: 
‘‘MURTHA and Democratic leaders have adopt-
ed a policy of cut and run. They would prefer 
that the United States surrender to the terror-
ists who would harm innocent Americans. To 
add insult to injury, this is done while the 
President is on foreign soil.’’ 

Majority Leader ROY BLUNT informed MUR-
THA that his views ‘‘only embolden our en-

emies’’ and lamented that ‘‘Democrats under-
mine our troops in Iraq from the security of 
their Washington, DC, offices.’’ 

At a rival news conference called four hours 
after MURTHA’s appearance, Representative 
J.D. HAYWORTH, who like HASTERT and BLUNT 
does not have military service on his résumé, 
alerted the 73-year-old MURTHA that ‘‘the 
American people are made of sterner stuff.’’ 
And Representative JOHN CARTER said the 
likes of MURTHA want to take ‘‘the cowardly 
way out and say, ‘We’re going to surrender.’ ’’ 

The White House accused a senior House 
Democrat—and a decorated Vietnam vet-
eran—who called for a swift withdrawal from 
Iraq of advocating surrender, comparing him 
to anti-war filmmaker Michael Moore. 

In a broadside issued Thursday night, Bush 
spokesman Scott McClellan said that it is ‘‘baf-
fling that [Pennsylvania Representative JOHN 
MURTHA] is endorsing the policy positions of 
Michael Moore and the extreme liberal wing of 
the Democratic party.’’ 

MURTHA, whose brand of hawkishness has 
never been qualified by the word ‘‘chicken,’’ 
was expecting the attacks. ‘‘I like guys who’ve 
never been there to criticize us who’ve been 
there. I like that,’’ the burly old marine said, 
hands in pocket. Referring to Vice President 
CHENEY, he continued: ‘‘I like guys who got 
five deferments and never been there, and 
send people to war, and then don’t like to hear 
suggestions about what needs to be done.’’ 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, tonight I am dis-
appointed by the limitation placed on debate 
on the U.S. role in Iraq. 

Congress needs to have a real and mean-
ingful debate on the future role of the U.S. 
military in Iraq as we approach the third anni-
versary of our invasion of Iraq. Congress 
should take seriously its obligation to oversee 
our military forces. 

I voted against giving the President the au-
thority to go to war in Iraq. I have been an 
outspoken critic of the President’s handling 
and planning for the Iraq War, and have criti-
cized both the pre-war intelligence used by the 
President and the failure of the President to 
plan a realistic transition from a dictatorship to 
a democracy in Iraq with our allies. 

I commend the Senate for the debate it had 
this week in which real policy options were re-
viewed in a serious and responsible manner. 
I agree that 2006 should be a period of signifi-
cant transition to full Iraqi sovereignty, and 
that Iraqi security forces must take the lead in 
protecting its citizens. U.S. military forces 
should not stay in Iraq any longer than re-
quired, and Congress must insist on measur-
able benchmarks for bringing our troops 
home. 

Our soldiers have paid the heaviest price in 
Iraq: thousands are dead, and tens of thou-
sands are wounded. The American taxpayer 
has already invested hundreds of billions of 
dollars. Mr. Speaker, our soldiers deserve bet-
ter than the resolution we are considering this 
evening. The American people deserve a Con-
gress that will give serious consideration to 
how we can safely bring our soldiers home. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to this resolution, which is nothing more 
than an effort to politicize one of the most seri-
ous policy issues facing the United States 
today. It is nothing more than an effort to dis-
guise—in a cloak of partisan rhetoric—the fact 
that our Iraq policy is failing. 

The facts are clear: Even as our brave men 
and women in uniform have done their best, 
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the Administration has failed at every turn to 
execute the war in Iraq competently. The 
President rushed to war based on false and 
faulty intelligence against the protests of the 
vast majority of our allies. Warnings from U.S. 
commanders about troop levels and equip-
ment went unheeded, haphazard decisions 
were made at the earliest stages which seri-
ously damaged our efforts to restore peace 
and security in Iraq. Our troops have become 
targets of an ever-strengthening insurgency. 
This Administration’s horrendous judgment 
has put us in an untenable situation—dam-
aging our ability to deal with other emerging 
threats around the world and threatening the 
stability of the Middle East. 

The solution to Iraq’s problems will be polit-
ical in nature, not military. The various factions 
in Iraq need to come together to decide what 
shape the future of their country will take and 
to execute that decision. Every diplomatic ave-
nue must be pursued to engage the inter-
national community in bringing stability and 
security to Iraq and reconstructing critical in-
frastructure. We must assure the Iraqi people 
that we do not intend to stay in Iraq indefi-
nitely, and that we will redeploy troops in a 
way that assures their safety and on a sched-
ule pegged to successes in security force 
training and other criteria. Iraqi security forces 
must take control of their own country as soon 
as they are able. 

This redeployment must be carried out in a 
way that does not leave Iraq as a playground 
for Iran, Syria, and al-Qaeda. It must be car-
ried out at the earliest possible time we are 
reasonably assured that the conditions exist to 
ensure redeployment will leave U.S. interests 
in the Middle East and around the world more, 
rather than less, secure. 

Mr. Speaker, hasty decision-making is what 
got us into this mess in the first place. The 
war in Iraq, and the men and women in uni-
form who are fighting the war, deserve more 
than ad hoc, 11th-hour debates over political 
power plays. I urge my colleagues to oppose 
the resolution. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speaker, this 
Republican withdrawal resolution was drafted 
in haste. 

No matter how you felt about getting into 
this war, our kids are there now. They’re in the 
middle of harm’s way, right now. As many 
thousands of families, friends and loved ones 
can tell you—they’ve been over there a long 
time. 

I’m a member of the Armed Services Com-
mittee. I voted against going to war with Iraq 
without exhausting all our diplomatic efforts. 
But here we are. We didn’t do that. 

I’ve been to Iraq. I’ve sat through scores of 
hearings on Iraq. I’ve spoken to the Secretary 
of Defense. I’ve spoken with our military com-
manders. Like everyone here tonight, I’ve lost 
sleep over it. I’ve given it a lot of thought. I 
know my colleagues have too. I know that. 

Let’s calm down for a second. Let’s look at 
the choice before us tonight. 

On one hand, House Republican DUNCAN 
HUNTER is asking us to withdraw our troops 
immediately without protection or support. On 
the other hand, the White House is asking us 
just to keep our troops on the same course. 

I can’t choose either of these options in 
good conscience. Honestly, I don’t see how 
any of us can. 

To put it simply, we have more options than 
‘‘all or nothing’’ here tonight. 

We should be looking for the ‘‘better 
course’’ not the ‘‘same course.’’ 

There is no military solution to Iraq. We’ve 
got to look to diplomacy and joint civilian-mili-
tary efforts. This war has demonstrated the 
need for trained civilian professionals who can 
provide continuity and hand-in-glove partner-
ships with Iraqi citizens. 

Everywhere I’ve gone and everyone I’ve 
talked to has cited the need for this. 

It was obvious early on that the future of 
Iraq depends on Iraqis. And yet, the adminis-
tration is only now beginning to place an em-
phasis on training Iraq’s own security forces. 

James Fallows of the Atlantic Monthly wrote 
recently, ‘‘an orderly exit from Iraq depends on 
the development of a viable Iraqi security 
force. But the Iraqis aren’t even close. The 
Bush administration doesn’t take the problem 
seriously—and it never has.’’ 

We have other options besides this draco-
nian resolution. It’s too bad we’re not able to 
have hearings on those. It’s too bad we’re not 
able to consider these other options tonight. 

Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in strong support of the 
men and women who are so bravely serving 
our country in Iraq and around the world. 

Our best and bravest continue to perform 
selflessly and admirably. We owe them our 
deepest respect and appreciation. 

We also have an obligation to provide them, 
and the American people, with a clear set of 
objectives, a comprehensive strategy to 
achieve these objectives, and a roadmap to 
return home once these objectives are 
achieved. But, the Bush Administration has 
not done this. 

My colleagues, people all across the coun-
try, Republicans and Democrats, want to know 
why our intelligence was wrong. They want to 
know why our troops don’t have the necessary 
body armor. They want to know what our ob-
jectives are and what progress has been 
made in achieving them. And, they want to 
know what concrete steps must be taken to 
achieve troop withdrawals. 

Yet, the Administration’s only response to 
these legitimate questions is to criticize those 
that ask them as unpatriotic and provide the 
empty rhetoric of ‘‘stay the course’’. This is ir-
responsible, morally reprehensible and shame-
ful—to our troops, to the American people, 
and to our democracy. It demoralizes our mis-
sion and is a direct challenge to the freedom 
and liberty that so many of our troops have 
fought and died for. 

It is Congress’s fundamental responsibility 
to investigate whether faulty intelligence led us 
to war; to provide our troops with the nec-
essary training, equipment, and supplies; and 
to ensure that our nation has a clearly defined 
strategy to achieve success in Iraq and pro-
vide for the return of our troops. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that Congress fulfills 
our obligations. Our troops have shown time 
and time again that when presented with a 
challenge, they will achieve it. They have done 
their part; it is time we do our part. 

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op-
position to the sham piece of legislation before 
us. It is not designed to express the will of the 
House on Iraq. It is a political stunt intended 
to avoid a deeply serious, much-needed de-
bate on the most pressing issue facing our 
country today. 

Yesterday, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. MURTHA, introduced a resolution 

calling for the redeployment of American 
forces from Iraq. The resolution would require 
us to maintain a sizeable quick reaction force 
in the region, and to reinvigorate our diplo-
matic efforts to bring about peace and security 
for the Iraqi people by truly internationalizing 
our efforts there. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MURTHA, has correctly observed that at 
present, our policy in Iraq ‘‘is a flawed policy 
wrapped in illusion,’’ and that we cannot con-
tinue on this present course, because to do so 
is to court disaster. Based on visits to Iraq, 
discussion with military leaders there and in 
Washington, he said that the continued pres-
ence of our troops does not advance our se-
curity nor that of Iraq. He also said that the 
American people are way out in front of the 
Congress on this issue. In all of these things, 
he spoke the truth. 

But in the eyes of the majority and the Bush 
White House, the gentleman’s resolution is, in 
the words of White House spokesman Scott 
McClellan ‘‘a surrender to the terrorists.’’ They 
have accused him—as they have others who 
dare to question their failed policy in Iraq—of 
being unpatriotic. Sadly, this is a tactic we 
have seen before. But it is deeply corrosive 
and it must stop. Every American has the right 
to question their leaders, period. 

There is a reason the majority and the 
President don’t want to be questioned about 
Iraq. There are several reasons, in fact. This 
war was started based on faulty and misrepre-
sented intelligence. It has been prosecuted 
without the number of troops or the amount of 
equipment that was known to be necessary 
before it started. And today, it continues with-
out broad international cooperation or an exit 
strategy. Answering questions about any and 
all of these is admittedly difficult. But hiding 
from the answers is not only cowardly, it is ir-
responsible. I too have visited our troops in 
Iraq, and they are best served if we face the 
truth—with the humility that come from recog-
nizing their valor, dedication, and sacrifice. 

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
said, things are not going as advertised in 
Iraq, and the American people know it. Three 
years of mistakes and even falsehoods— 
about the threat Saddam posed, about the 
ease of total victory, about how Iraqi oil would 
pay for reconstruction, about the cost to Amer-
ica’s military and budget, among others—have 
finally caught up with this Administration and 
the Congressional leadership. The gentleman 
from Pennsylvania offers a plan for getting us 
out of Iraq strategically, methodically, and suc-
cessfully. It outlines a way forward for our 
country to deal with the number one moral 
and political issue confronting our nation 
today. We should be debating his proposal, 
not mocking it. 

Meeting the challenge that faces us in Iraq 
requires courage and honesty. The actions of 
the majority show neither today. I am sorely 
disappointed that they have chosen to act so 
irresponsibly. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, there has 
never been a time like this in America’s his-
tory. 

Never before has a full-scale assault been 
launched on Americans who offer a different 
point of view about the policies of an adminis-
tration, especially when it concerns a war on 
foreign soil. 

Almost 3 years ago, I went to Iraq as part 
of a humanitarian delegation. When I said in 
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response to a media question that the Presi-
dent would mislead America into war, the 
White House immediately launched a relent-
less attack on me. They spared no political or 
public relations weapon, surrogate or ploy, in 
their attempt to silence me. 

Republicans, at the direction of the White 
House, launched a full-scale assault on me, 
because they feared what might happen if the 
American people actually had an opportunity 
to consider an alternative point of view. If they 
could shout me down, they could silence any-
one’s question about the evidence before 
waging war. 

In the last 24 hours, a similar campaign has 
been launched against Representative JOHN 
MURTHA of Pennsylvania. Here is an es-
teemed Member of Congress, a decorated 
combat veteran, a conservative known for his 
strong stand on defense, and the Republicans 
and their cronies launch an offensive that, 
itself, is offensive. 

Representative JOHN MURTHA stood up yes-
terday and spoke on behalf of the American 
people. He called for the deployment of U.S. 
soldiers out of Iraq, beginning immediately. He 
called for a diplomatic solution. And Repub-
licans and their surrogates have called him 
every foul and offensive name imaginable. 

The conduct of the Republican Party and its 
surrogates is despicable, but it is out in the 
open for the first time. Now, the American 
people understand the lengths to which the 
Republican Party will go to silence dissent in 
America. Now, the American people know that 
there is a war being fought in America over 
the war in Iraq. 

The American people are demanding an 
end to the presence of U.S. soldiers in Iraq 
because the American people know there is 
no such thing as a military victory in an urban, 
guerilla warfare. There is only occupation, and 
the American people want no part of that 
flawed and futile mission. 

The American people overwhelming want a 
solution for Iraq that is negotiated by dip-
lomats from the Arab world, not dictated by a 
President from the western world. 

Representative JOHN MURTHA has set forth 
a plan that resonates with the American peo-
ple, and that’s what frightens the White 
House. Therefore, the attacks will not stop un-
less and until Republicans can silence dissent 
in America. 

There is a plan now for winning the peace 
in Iraq. It may have been submitted by a 
Member of Congress, but it is the voice and 
will of the American people. The American 
people get it: You are not strong on defense, 
by strong arming a defenseless—and sense-
less—war. 

I support the Murtha plan to win the peace 
in Iraq. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, for 
over 2 years, the Bush administration has 
failed to offer the American people a truthful 
and meaningful dialogue on the war in Iraq. 
We have lost thousands of troops and we 
have spent billions of dollars, and yet the 
President refuses to offer a credible strategy 
for success. The President has misled the 
public and he refuses to acknowledge the 
truth of the reality in Iraq. 

Hundreds of Members of Congress and mil-
lions of Americans have voiced very serious 
and very real concerns with the decisions 
being made by the White House. Although I 
voted against the war, once the President took 

us to war, I have supported the men and 
women in uniform who are serving our Nation. 
However, I continue to believe that unless we 
have a clear strategy, we will continue to see 
the loss of American lives in Iraq with no end 
in sight. 

Unfortunately, today, instead of having a le-
gitimate debate about strategy and con-
sequences, the majority has chosen to waste 
the time of this body and the American people 
by bringing forth a blatantly political resolution 
that is difficult to take seriously. My colleague 
from Pennsylvania, a Vietnam veteran deco-
rated with two Purple Hearts and a Member of 
the House for three decades, Mr. MURTHA, 
yesterday offered a well thought out, principled 
resolution calling for the redeployment of the 
forces in Iraq at the ‘‘earliest practicable date.’’ 
In addition, despite what some in the majority 
have characterized during today’s debate as 
cutting and running, Mr. MURTHA’s resolution 
calls for a continued military presence in the 
region through the deployment of a quick-re-
action force and an over-the-horizon presence 
of U.S. Marines. Also, the resolution states 
that the U.S. shall continue to pursue security 
and stability in Iraq through diplomatic means. 

It is important to note that the word ‘‘imme-
diate’’ does not appear anywhere in Mr. MUR-
THA’s resolution. Yet we find ourselves today 
debating a resolution introduced by the chair 
of the House Armed Services Committee that 
calls for the ‘‘immediate withdrawal’’ of Amer-
ican troops. The fact that this was introduced 
by the House Armed Services Committee and 
the fact that he along with colleagues in the 
majority will be voting against his own resolu-
tion demonstrates not only the lack of clear 
ideas from their side of the aisle but also a 
lack of willingness to have a true debate. 

Today, the majority once again shunned 
their responsibility in having an open debate 
on the war in Iraq, and instead they and the 
President continue to attack those who dis-
agree with them by questioning their patriot-
ism. Rather than engaging in an open dia-
logue to debate the issue, the majority chose 
to engage in personal destruction and politi-
cized the issue by voicing empty rhetoric. 
They chose to question the patriotism of those 
who have served in uniform and who have 
honorably served their country. And they 
chose to continue to hide from the American 
public the facts of this war. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, on November 17, 2005, my dis-
tinguished colleague from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MURTHA, the ranking Democrat on the De-
fense Appropriations Subcommittee—a 27 
year Marine and a veteran of 3 tours in Viet-
nam—announced that he was introducing a 
resolution that was meant to stimulate a 
thoughtful and profound debate on how we 
salvage a failed policy in Iraq. 

Recently, a Texas soldier became the 
2,000th member of the U.S. armed forces to 
die in Iraq since the conflict there began in 
March 2003. Like any milestone, the death of 
that soldier is an occasion to look back and 
see what lessons can be learned from our 
country’s bitter sacrifice in Iraq over the past 
21⁄2 years. One such lesson, underlined anew 
by the continuing deaths of Americans and 
Iraqis, is the need to limit our country’s com-
mitment to Iraq. 

Instead of creating a significant dialogue on 
this issue, Republican leadership has chosen 
to divide this House by generating phony, cyn-

ical, political, outrageously tricky and sneaky 
maneuvers like this. 

Mr. Speaker, too often, so many of my col-
leagues are reluctant to challenge this Admin-
istration’s policies in Iraq for fear that anything 
other than staying the course will somehow 
appear weak. But the President’s course is 
misguided, and it is doing grave damage to 
our extraordinarily professional and globally 
admired all-volunteer United States Army. To 
stand by while this damage is done is not pa-
triotic. It is not supportive. It is not tough on 
terrorism, or strong on national security. 

Because I am proud of our men and women 
in uniform, and because I am committed to 
working with all of my colleagues to make this 
country more secure, I am convinced that we 
must change our course and I commend Mr. 
MURTHA for standing up for what is right. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, what the Re-
publicans have done today is nothing more 
than a cheap political trick . . . a clever but 
appallingly undemocratic way for the Repub-
lican majority to trash an honorable Amer-
ican—and decorated war veteran—simply be-
cause he disagrees with them on the war in 
Iraq. 

Yet, no one should be surprised. My 5-year 
old grandson could have written this tired 
script: whenever a Democrat criticizes a Re-
publican policy, they attack your character and 
question your patriotism. 

And while we’re on the subject, let’s just 
ask: what is more patriotic than opposing an 
unjust war? What is more patriotic than trying 
to save the lives of America’s soldiers? What 
is more patriotic than questioning the Bush 
Administration’s failed Iraq policy? 

The American people deserve better than 
this. They deserve a thorough and substantive 
debate on the war and a debate on the Mur-
tha resolution . . . not a bill that can’t be 
amended and has been brought to the House 
floor for purely political reasons. 

Mr. Speaker, a group of Democrats has 
written a discharge petition to bring the Home-
ward Bound legislation, H. J. Res. 55, to the 
House floor. 

The discharge petition will allow 17 hours of 
debate on this vitally important issue. And, in 
sharp contrast to the bill the Republicans intro-
duced today, it would be brought up under an 
open rule that allows amendments to be intro-
duced to the bill. 

The fact that the other party refuses to have 
this debate—and the insults that have been 
hurled at Mr. MURTHA over the last 24 hours— 
are an affront to our very democracy. I urge 
my colleagues on the other side to repudiate 
these appalling tactics and hold a real debate 
on this issue. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port the rule and oppose the underlying reso-
lution. 

Calling for an immediate withdrawal, or even 
a detailed planned phased withdrawal, from 
Iraq is a recipe for disaster, a dangerous de-
fense policy, the wrong message for our sol-
diers and Marines who are truly doing the 
‘work of freedom.’ 

Frankly, I am concerned that such talk will 
only embolden the terrorists and demoralize 
our warfighters—those who put their lives on 
the line, literally every day. 

Domestic politics should not trump our 
promises to the people of Iraq and Afghani-
stan that we would be loyal to their aspirations 
for freedom—that we would see them through 
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the difficult steps of constituting a new govern-
ment, laying the groundwork for free elections. 

Our only ‘exit strategy’ from Iraq should be 
victory. Anything less than that virtually guar-
antees the next battleground may be closer to 
home!’’ 

Mr. Speaker, we have to choose where we 
want to fight the global war on terrorism—in 
Iraq and Afghanistan or on Main Street in 
America. 

And we must never forget that it is our 
brave young warfighters—men and women of 
the Army, Marines, Navy and Air Force—who 
are taking the fight to the terrorists overseas! 

They are all volunteers—doing the 
unheralded work of rebuilding shattered na-
tions. 

If not for their service, Saddam Hussein 
would still be in power with all his trappings— 
the secret police, the torture chambers, the 
mass graveyards. God bless these young peo-
ple. 

If not for their service, Iraq would be a na-
tion engulfed in civil war or in the hands of fa-
natical terrorists. 

The targets of these terrorists are more 
often than not other Muslims—worshippers at 
Friday prayers inside their mosque slaugh-
tered by suicide bombers—today—and mod-
erate Muslims who reject their extremist views 
and work to provide for their families, run busi-
nesses or serve in the government. Indeed, 
the terrorists’ victims include thousands of 
Muslims in Iraq—many killed simply because 
they’ve chosen to be free. 

Mr. Speaker, with our support, the Iraqis 
have made great progress. They established 
an interim government. They elected members 
of a constitutional conference. They’ve drafted 
a constitution and conducted a referendum to 
endorse that constitution. And in 3 weeks, 
they will hold a full-fledged parliamentary elec-
tion. 

None of this would have been possible with-
out the contribution of our young warfighters. 

Of course, at times like these, we are re-
minded that freedom is not free. America has 
paid a heavy price. 

Many of us visit soldiers at Walter Reed 
Army Medical Center and the Bethesda Naval 
Medical Center on a regular basis. Many of us 
have attended painful funerals and comforted 
grieving families. Time and again, those fami-
lies of wounded soldiers speak proudly of their 
loved ones’ service in Iraq—their humanitarian 
efforts to protect the innocent, rebuild schools 
and hospitals, repair the infrastructure of a 
civil society. 

Let’s support our troops—and their families. 
And let’s applaud their service and heroism. 

I urge adoption of this rule and the under-
lying resolution. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the Republican 
leadership today demonstrates that they have 
no sense of decency left. No question before 
Congress requires a more measured, thought-
ful discussion than matters of war and peace. 
Our national security and the lives of our sol-
diers, sailors, airmen and marines depend on 
our ability to fulfill our constitutional respon-
sibilities with dignity and respect. 

That measured, thoughtful discussion will 
not occur today, because the Republican lead-
ership does not want it to occur. They want a 
quick vote, with limited debate, on a same-day 
resolution that they hope will divide Demo-
crats. They have taken Representative JACK 
MURTHA’s proposal, rewritten to make it irre-

sponsible, and brought it to the floor for a 
vote. 

Almost everything we were told by the advo-
cates of invading Iraq before the war has 
turned out to be false. This administration and 
its congressional allies hyped the threat and 
manipulated American intelligence about Iraq’s 
nuclear program and its alleged connection to 
al Qaeda. 

Today, there is only one question about our 
occupation of Iraq. It weighs on the minds of 
almost all Americans, especially those with 
loved ones in the military. That question is, 
simply, when and under what conditions will 
we withdraw our troops and bring them home? 

Opinions differ. After 21⁄2 years, over 2,000 
deaths and 15,000 wounded, millions of Amer-
icans and many Members of Congress believe 
it is time for us to start the process of with-
drawal from Iraq. Some believe in a date cer-
tain for beginning or completing the with-
drawal. Some believe our withdrawal should 
be tied to achievement of certain benchmarks 
of progress. President Bush appears to be-
lieve that only total ‘‘victory over the terror-
ists,’’ whatever that is, would justify with-
drawal. 

The historic task of this Congress in foreign 
policy is to participate in a constructive debate 
that will inform the decisions of the administra-
tion and others. 

The Republican leadership has dishonored 
the people’s House by foregoing debate on al-
ternatives, not just debate but hearings, in 
favor of bringing one resolution to the floor in 
the hope of dividing critics of the administra-
tion’s ‘‘stay the course’’ war strategy. 

I voted against giving President Bush the 
authority to invade Iraq without building a 
broad international coalition and obtaining ex-
plicit U.N. authority. I did not believe he would 
do anything, given the authority from Con-
gress, but rush to war. And that is what he 
did. 

No Member of Congress is more respected 
or more knowledgeable about the American 
military than JACK MURTHA of Pennsylvania. 
His statement yesterday calling for withdrawal 
of our troops from Iraq, including his convic-
tion that we cannot accomplish more militarily, 
deserves thoughtful consideration. He will not 
get that today. 

Instead, JACK MURTHA, decorated Marine, 
distinguished Member of Congress, has been 
vilified by the Speaker of this House, who 
wrongly accused him of adopting ‘‘a policy of 
cut and run’’ and preferring that ‘‘the United 
States surrender to the terrorists.’’ The White 
House spokesman accused Mr. MURTHA of 
endorsing ‘‘Michael Moore and the extreme 
liberal wing of the Democratic Party.’’ 

I doubt that JACK MURTHA knows Michael 
Moore, and no one here that I know ever 
called him a liberal. We call him Mr. MURTHA 
because he is one tough Marine. 

If I were the author of his resolution, I would 
have written it somewhat differently. I would 
have called for the withdrawal of American 
forces to begin next year and be concluded 
except for a very small training force of advi-
sors in 2007. We cannot allow Iraq to become 
a failed state where al Qaeda forces can be 
trained with impunity. Therefore, some rapid 
reaction force in the region, as JACK MURTHA 
suggested, should be available. 

But on the big picture, JACK MURTHA is right. 
Our troops have become not only the targets 
of the insurgents, but the inspiration for the in-

surgency. Political success for the Iraqi gov-
ernment and people is still possible, but it will 
have to be won largely by political means. The 
Administration is, as he said, pursuing ‘‘a 
flawed policy wrapped in illusion.’’ 

The Republican Leadership has rigged this 
debate to serve their own political interests. I 
believe that the Murtha resolution calling for 
withdrawal is the right policy going forward, 
though we should continue to debate timing 
and benchmarks. A vote against the Murtha 
resolution, if it were offered, could be inter-
preted as support for the Administration’s 
flawed and failed ‘‘stay the course’’ policy. 

JACK MURTHA is on the right track. The 
President is not. Our national security and the 
lives and well-being of our troops depend on 
changing course, not doing the same old thing 
in Iraq. 

If the Murtha Resolution had been brought 
to the floor today, I would have voted in favor 
of it. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I voted to give 
President Bush the authority to go into Iraq. 
I’m not on the left; I’m not on the right. I’m on 
the side of our country and I’m on the side of 
our troops. I can’t imagine why the Repub-
licans have brought this Bush-Hunter resolu-
tion to the floor. How does this help our troops 
serving in Iraq? How does this help make our 
Nation safer? 

For the past two years, the Republicans 
have taken any criticism of this war and la-
beled it as unpatriotic and as an attack on our 
troops. Criticizing the way the war has been 
prosecuted—criticizing the way it has been 
bungled—is not unpatriotic. It is the ultimate 
act of patriotism. 

JOHN MURTHA is a 37-year veteran of the 
Marine Corps. He served in Vietnam. He was 
awarded the bronze star. He received two pur-
ple hearts. Now Mr. MURTHA has provoked an 
important debate—one we should be having in 
this body. Mr. MURTHA has the right to have 
these ideas discussed. Our troops have the 
right to have these ideas discussed. The 
American public has the right to have these 
ideas discussed. 

We send young men and women to war. 
We are responsible for them. We must be dili-
gent in our oversight. That’s our duty. 

What we are doing here tonight is a waste 
of time and does a tremendous disservice to 
our troops. Talk about patriotism—this is not 
patriotism. This is a cheap political stunt and 
an affront to those serving our Nation so far 
from home. 

The President wants to stay the course. 
What does that mean? 700 attacks a week 
against our troops; no winning strategy; no 
plan; no end in sight. 

Let us not embarrass ourselves any further, 
and vote against the Hunter resolution. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I am disgusted by 
the course of events today. As the daughter of 
a veteran of two wars I am offended and out-
raged by this personal assault on decorated 
war veteran Congressman JOHN MURTHA. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican majority has 
lost any sense of decorum or decency. Their 
abuse of power is obscene. There will be a 
reckoning though. Because the American peo-
ple want accountability, not more Republican 
cover-ups. The American people want hon-
esty, not more misleading and manipulation. 
They want to end this unnecessary and 
senseless war, not a policy of ‘stay the course’ 
that has no goals, no benchmarks, no plans, 
and no end. 
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The Republican majority’s effort in distorting 

and politicizing the resolution offered by a 
decorated war veteran is nothing short of des-
picable. The reality is that these are desperate 
actions by a desperate majority and a des-
perate administration. This last minute effort 
isn’t about a debate on the issues the Murtha 
resolution raises. It isn’t about how intelligence 
was misused by the administration. But it 
should be. It isn’t about how we are going to 
bring our troops home. But it should be. This 
resolution is just about politics. 

I support the Murtha resolution and this is 
not the Murtha resolution. Reject this cynical 
and disgraceful stunt from a party devoid of 
ideas on ending the war in Iraq and how to 
safely bring our troops home. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on the rule and ‘‘no’’ on 
the resolution. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, today’s House 
debate on Iraq was sharply partisan and not 
what our soldiers deserve. Our future course 
in Iraq must be determined thoughtfully and 
strategically. The partisan shouting match that 
broke out was unnecessarily launched by 
House leaders who rushed to the floor a 
flawed resolution which was more of a political 
stunt than a serious reflection of views in the 
Congress. 

Our brave soldiers have put their lives on 
the line in serving in Iraq. Each of them de-
serves so much more from Congress by way 
of effective leadership than the shrill squab-
bling that broke out on the House floor today. 
We need to come together on an exit strategy 
for our soldiers based upon the transition of 
security to the Iraqis themselves in order to 
give the new democratic government of the 
people of Iraq a fair chance of success. 

It is my hope the partisan screamers holding 
forth on the House floor today would lower 
their voices, travel to the area, learn as much 
as possible and then participate constructively 
in the difficult decisions we face on Iraq. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, the U.S. House 
of Representatives is sinking to a new low 
today. What is happening on the floor is not 
intended to be an open and honest debate on 
our policy in Iraq. It is about the politics of per-
sonal destruction—a swift-boat attack by Con-
gressional Republicans on a 37-year veteran 
of the Marine Corps for giving his honest as-
sessment about the situation in Iraq. 

Republicans will try to claim—falsely—that 
this is about an idea, not a person—but every-
one here in this room—whether or not they 
will admit it—knows the truth of what is going 
on today. This is about changing the subject 
and dodging responsibility. House Republicans 
are exposed and embarrassed by the Sen-
ate’s recent vote to demand benchmarks from 
the White House. The President refuses to 
level with the American people on Iraq, or 
present his ideas, and apparently House Re-
publicans are of the same mind. They would 
rather tear someone down. 

Our troops—putting their lives on the line— 
deserve better from this country. Today is 
clearly not about these brave men and 
women. It is about political attacks. 

JACK MURTHA is one of the most respected 
members of the U.S. Congress on U.S. mili-
tary policy—an expertise he has built from his 
first-hand knowledge of military and defense 
issues. He is a 37-year veteran of the Marine 
Corps, who retired at the rank of colonel in 
1990. He is one of the most respected mem-
bers of the U.S. Congress on the U.S. military, 

on a bipartisan basis. To question JACK MUR-
THA’S commitment—his patriotism to this na-
tion—or our troops is ludicrous. No one has 
been as devoted as JACK to our men and 
women in the military—he’s made weekly vis-
its to Walter Reed, visits to Iraq and has 
poured over the Defense Department’s own 
assessments of the situation on the ground in 
Iraq. 

I will vote against the GOP’s characteriza-
tion of Congressman MURTHA’S opinions on 
Iraq, because I cannot support personal, polit-
ical attacks and I believe that we should have 
a free and open debate on this issue. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
opposition to this Republican stunt and their 
efforts to embarrass a decorated Vietnam War 
Veteran. 

Yesterday, Congressman JOHN MURTHA, a 
Democrat with impeccable military credentials 
and an honored military record, suggested that 
U.S. troops leave Iraq at the earliest prac-
ticable date. Today, I cosponsored that resolu-
tion. His knowledgeable and respected voice 
joins the loud and clear pleas of the Out of 
Iraq Caucus—of which I am a proud member. 
His voice joins former generals, intelligence of-
ficers, Presidents, and mothers and fathers 
across America who know that we are mired 
in a war that cannot be won and to truly honor 
our troops, we need to bring them home. 

Unfortunately, tonight the Republican lead-
ership refused to bring Mr. Murtha’s resolution 
to a vote. I can only presume because Mr. 
Murtha’s resolution made too much sense. In-
stead, the Republican leadership is offering a 
sham-resolution in an attempt to embarrass 
and insult a member of Congress who has 
served his country nobly in uniform—some-
thing most of our colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle know nothing about. 

Perhaps the Republican Leadership’s time 
would be better spent in an effort to finish the 
business of this country instead of wasting 
hours attempting to besmirch the record of a 
decorated Vietnam War Veteran and dema-
gogue an issue that demands honest consid-
eration. 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I served in a war during which too many na-
tional leaders played too much politics. To-
night is a disgraceful period in the history of 
our great country and this House of Rep-
resentatives. 

To wage a political war against one of the 
greatest military champions Congress has 
known is no less than unpatriotic. Advocates 
of this measure are cheapening the job our 
brave men and women serving in Iraq are 
doing; the men and women putting their lives 
on the line to serve our country. 

Mr. Speaker, those who dreamed up this 
strategy are derelict in their duties, absent 
without leave from their duty station; and peo-
ple I wouldn’t want to share a foxhole with. 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, H. 
Res. 571 completely dishonors our troops by 
politicizing an issue that deserves careful de-
liberation. The GOP leadership of this body 
has brought this counterfeit legislation to the 
floor not to benefit our brave men and women 
in uniform, but to score cheap political points. 

I fully support legitimate initiatives which 
present a thoughtful strategy for withdrawing 
our troops from Iraq in a manner that secures 
their safety and Iraq’s future. I am a cospon-
sor of two resolutions which would support this 
urgent objective. Yet this phony bill chooses 

politics over policy at the expense of real de-
bate on a critical national issue. 

Over 2,000 troops have been killed and 
over 15,500 have been seriously wounded. 
Reports indicate that at least 30,000 Iraqi civil-
ians have lost their lives due to this conflict. It 
is a sad day for this country when, in re-
sponse to this crucial issue, the best the GOP 
leadership can do is resort to backhanded po-
litical stunts. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, three 
years ago, I argued against the Bush Adminis-
tration’s proposal to attack Iraq for the very 
reasons we have seen emerge from this trou-
bled region. We were prepared to defeat Sad-
dam Hussein’s military but the administration 
and congressional leaders were never pre-
pared to win the peace. 

Not only was the premise for the war 
flawed, but the administration has made the 
wrong military, political, and diplomatic choices 
at every turn. The members of our armed 
services make up the finest fighting force in 
the world and they have done their duty with 
great distinction and honor, yet the administra-
tion has failed them as well. 

I take no satisfaction in my worst fears hav-
ing been proven correct. The administration’s 
spectacular failures in executing this war have 
set back our efforts against terrorism and left 
America with no good options in Iraq. But, as 
our military is being not just frayed but dam-
aged and Iraq faces increasingly difficult pros-
pects for democracy and stability, staying the 
course is simply not an option. 

Until now, I have resisted advocating for an 
accelerated pullout because of my fear of the 
downward spiral that could occur in the after-
math. Yet this is a question that must be faced 
sooner rather than later, and it’s hard to imag-
ine a policy that would be more destabilizing 
than the administration’s current mismanage-
ment of the war effort and continued estrange-
ment from reality. 

There is no longer any basis for the hope 
that a sustained American military occupation 
will stabilize Iraq. Instead, we continue to lose 
credibility and influence in the region and with 
our allies, as well as strengthen the hands of 
those extremists who wish to do us harm. 
Even many of those who initially supported 
military action have come to admit that the ad-
ministration’s strategy has failed and that a 
large United States military presence inhibits 
the development of a stable and democratic 
Iraq. Iraqis in key positions are arguing for at 
least some withdrawal of US. forces. Most tell-
ing is a recent poll of Iraqis themselves, com-
missioned by the British Ministry of Defense, 
which showed that 82 percent of Iraqis were 
‘‘strongly opposed’’ to the presence of foreign 
troops and less than 1 percent believe the 
their presence is helping to improve security. 

Iraq’s future depends on creating a secure 
space for politics and the rule of law to re-
place violence. This is a process at which only 
Iraqis themselves can succeed, with America 
and the international community playing a sup-
porting role. Elections scheduled for Decem-
ber provide the perfect opportunity to begin 
the withdrawal of American troops, a re-
focused U.S. effort, and transfer of responsi-
bility to Iraqis. 

American forces should be redeployed out 
of Iraq in two phases. First, let’s bring the 
46,000 National Guard and Reserve forces 
home immediately. These elements in our 
total force have been most overburdened by 
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ever-increasing deployments and are most 
needed here in the United States. 

Continued U.S. aid and military support 
must be tied to performance objectives for the 
Iraqi government and military. On that basis, 
the rest of the American forces should be 
withdrawn over the next one to two years, 
based on a detailed plan for the sector by sec-
tor transfer of security responsibility. The ma-
jority of these troops should be brought home. 
Others should be redeployed to Afghanistan to 
create a larger security footprint and help pre-
vent the reemergence of the Taliban. A small 
rapid-reaction force should be left in Kuwait 
that can protect against any destabilizing 
coups. 

The administration must reengage diplomati-
cally by seeking a new United Nations resolu-
tion that supports international efforts to sta-
bilize Iraq and by beginning a regional security 
dialogue with Iraq’s neighbors. We should also 
work with the Arab League to facilitate a re-
newed effort towards a political solution within 
Iraq by engaging with nationalist faction lead-
ers who might be a force for stability in that 
country if U.S. troops were withdrawn. 

We must also change the nature of our eco-
nomic assistance. By shifting reconstruction 
aid to Iraq away from large projects under-
taken by foreign contractors towards small, lo-
cally oriented projects run by Iraqis, we create 
jobs, give Iraqis a greater investment in their 
success, and minimize corruption and price- 
gouging. 

President Bush’s model of ‘‘go it alone, do 
it cheap, and put it on a credit card’’ has not 
only led to grave instability in Iraq, it is crip-
pling our ability to deal with the more serious 
strategic threats, from Iran and North Korea to 
a terrorist movement that we have inadvert-
ently strengthened. We must now do our best 
to salvage what we still can of American credi-
bility, military readiness, democratic ideals, 
and Iraqi stability through a change in strategy 
and the beginning of a responsible phase- 
down of American troops and the orderly 
transfer of authority to Iraqis. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the definition of 
‘‘immediate termination of United States forces 
in Iraq’’ must mean the following as set forth 
by Representative JOHN MURTHA: 

‘‘My plan calls: 
—To immediately redeploy U.S. troops con-

sistent with the safety of U.S. forces. 
—To create a quick reaction force in the re-

gion. 
—To create over-the-horizon presence of 

Marines. 
—To diplomatically pursue security and sta-

bility in Iraq.’’ 
You may call this a position, a program, or 

an exit strategy but this is the Murtha mes-
sage which set in motion the current pro-
ceedings on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. This is the declaration heard 
from Representative MURTHA by the American 
people and around the world. By all standards 
of decency and by popular decree the Repub-
lican leadership is mandated to respect the 
precedent setting language of this most de-
tailed of all proposals for new and creative ac-
tion in Iraq. 

For this reason I urge all of my colleagues 
to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the resolution before us. 
‘‘That the deployment of United States forces 
in Iraq be terminated immediately.’’ 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to this resolution and in the strongest 

possible opposition to the Republican smear 
campaign against my friend and colleague, 
Congressman JACK MURTHA. 

JACK MURTHA is a patriot. He has served 
this country in wartime and peacetime and has 
earned an unparalleled record as a champion 
for our troops and their families. 

JACK MURTHA is a retired Marine Colonel 
with more than thirty years of distinguished 
military service. He earned two Purple Hearts 
and a Bronze Star for action under enemy fire 
in Vietnam. He served as a USMC drill in-
structor at Parris Island, South Carolina boot 
camp. And as a foremost Congressional ex-
pert on defense matters, he has spent more 
than three decades helping to build a military 
force that is second to none in the entire 
world. I have been proud to serve in Congress 
with JACK MURTHA for nearly ten years, and I 
had the honor of hosting him in my Congres-
sional District and of joining him in visiting 
wounded veterans of the Iraq war at Walter 
Reed Army Medical Hospital. 

Yet despite his standing and stature, Con-
gressman MURTHA has been viciously at-
tacked by the Republican partisans for having 
the temerity to raise important questions about 
this Administration’s policies regarding Iraq. 
Yesterday, the Republican Speaker DENNIS 
HASTERT, who never served in the military, 
called JACK MURTHA a coward. Other Repub-
licans in Congress and the White House have 
called JACK MURTHA a traitor and accused him 
of giving aid and comfort to the enemy. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican attack machine 
has gone too far. Regardless of one’s view of 
the Administration’s Iraq policies, Members of 
this Congress deserve to offer their viewpoints 
without having their patriotism questioned. In-
deed, the American people deserve the ben-
efit of vigorous debate about a war that has 
cost us more than 2,000 soldiers killed, thou-
sands more maimed and several hundred bil-
lion dollars of public treasure expended. 

The Hunter Resolution is a cheap political 
trick. It is not a serious attempt at crafting pub-
lic policy since Mr. HUNTER has said he in-
tends to vote against his own resolution. Rath-
er than engage in this petty and deceitful cha-
rade, the American people deserve a Con-
gress that conducts the people’s business in a 
professional manner to address the challenges 
facing our country here at home and around 
the world. 

I will vote against the Hunter Resolution. 
Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 

this opportunity to express my deep dismay 
over the resolution being brought before the 
House tonight. The leadership of this House 
has responded to criticism of the war in Iraq 
by forcing a meaningless vote in order to 
shame the man who offered that critique, my 
good friend JACK MURTHA. 

JACK is a patriotic American of the highest 
order, contrary to the way our colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle may try to portray 
him. He has dedicated his life to the service 
of his Nation, defending it for 37 years as a 
marine and striving to make it a better place 
through his 31 years as a Member of this insti-
tution. During that time, he has earned two 
purple hearts, a bronze star, and the Viet-
namese Cross of Gallantry and become one 
of the most respected leaders on military and 
Veterans issues from either party. 

Rather than listening to the wise words of a 
man who knows better than almost any of us 
what our soldiers need in a time of war, many 

of my colleagues have taken to questioning 
his motives and even his character, and now 
House leadership has twisted his words and 
offered this resolution as a vehicle to humiliate 
this proud, honorable, and decent man. They 
are holding this House hostage and answering 
his principled and heart-felt proposal with a 
mean-spirited and empty resolution that is only 
one sentence, was not considered or debated, 
and was offered under the most egregious 
terms. 

I will not be participating in this charade to-
night; if I were, I certainly would vote against 
this resolution. It is not meant to spark a legiti-
mate debate over the Iraq war. It is a personal 
attack rather than a policy statement. I find it 
reprehensible to subject this great and humble 
man to such indignity. 

While I do not necessarily agree that imme-
diate withdrawal from Iraq is the best course, 
I respect the conclusion reached by Mr. MUR-
THA through his soul-searching. Despite any 
disagreements any of us may have on policy, 
we should not come together tonight to single 
him out as the object of ridicule. I will not be 
a part of it, and I would hope that my col-
leagues would not either. I urge them to vote 
‘‘no’’ on this shameful resolution. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, yesterday my 
colleague from Pennsylvania, a man whom I 
deeply respect and admire for his lifetime of 
service and sacrifice to the Nation, made a se-
rious statement about the prosecution of the 
war effort by the President. His speech yester-
day morning and the resolution that he intro-
duced were heartfelt expressions that he no 
longer believes that we can stay the course in 
Iraq. Mr. MURTHA believes that the continued 
presence of American troops in Iraq has re-
tarded Iraqi efforts to unify the country and 
that Iraqis will not take the necessary steps to 
restore security as long as American troops 
remain in the country in large numbers. 

But instead of addressing the serious defi-
ciencies in the Administration’s military strat-
egy, the majority offers this counterfeit resolu-
tion that precludes any debate on how we can 
improve our chance of success in the war ef-
fort. 

Although there are differences within our 
caucus as to what our course of action in Iraq 
should be, we are united in our belief that the 
present course being followed by the adminis-
tration is not working, and we must find a new 
course. 

But how have the Vice-President and the 
Republican Majority in this House treated the 
sincere misgivings of a man who has shed 
blood for his country and been a staunch sup-
porter of our men and women in the military? 
They have launched a vicious smear attack on 
Mr. MURTHA’s patriotism. Indeed they have 
gone so far as assert that anyone who ques-
tions the wisdom of any aspect of their han-
dling of the war is unpatriotic, and willing to 
give aid and comfort to the enemy. Unfortu-
nately, the administration’s inability to commu-
nicate a clear strategy for success in Iraq has 
caused a great many Americans to question 
the Nation’s prosecution of the war—including 
some of the most devoted, most patriotic and 
most courageous of Americans. People like 
former Senator Max Cleland, and now JACK 
MURTHA. 

But I believe that Senator CHUCK HAGEL has 
it right—the willingness to question, to prod 
and to probe our government is what pro-
duces the best policy and leads to the best 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:04 Nov 16, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00114 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H18NO5.REC H18NO5C
C

O
LE

M
A

N
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
71

 w
ith

 C
O

N
G

-R
E

C
-O

N
LI

N
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H11025 November 18, 2005 
outcomes, in war as well as in peace. The 
courage to question a powerful but imperfect 
government is much more the essence of pa-
triotism than a coerced silence. 

The administration’s prosecution of the war 
effort has suffered from deficient planning that 
took the maxim of preparing for the worst and 
hoping for the best and turned it on its head. 
It failed to consider how the Sunni minority 
would react to being stripped of its privileged 
status, even as they underestimated the con-
sequences of decades of totalitarian rule and 
the atomization of Iraqi society under Saddam 
Hussein. 

Many of my colleagues and I have repeat-
edly called upon the President to do what 
should have been done a long time ago by 
laying out a strategy and vision for success in 
Iraq that will not condemn the Iraqi people to 
anarchy or turn Iraq into a haven for jihadis. 
We have called for proper oversight of the war 
effort by Congress to make certain that our 
troops in Iraq are properly equipped and that 
we are doing everything in our power to en-
sure their safety and success. 

This House, this Congress and this Nation 
stand for the proposition that reasoned debate 
can produce wise policies that will best ‘‘pro-
vide for the common defense, promote the 
general welfare, and secure the blessings of 
liberty to ourselves and our posterity.’’ Mr. 
Speaker, this resolution should be withdrawn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 572, the resolu-
tion is considered read and the pre-
vious question is ordered. 

The question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 3, noes 403, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 6, not voting 22, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 608] 

AYES—3 

McKinney Serrano Wexler 

NOES—403 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 

Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 

DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 

Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 

Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 

Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 

Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—6 

Capuano 
Clay 

Hinchey 
McDermott 

Nadler 
Owens 

NOT VOTING—22 

Beauprez 
Berman 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Camp 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Flake 

Fossella 
Gallegly 
Hall 
Jindal 
Kind 
LaHood 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 

Northup 
Paul 
Peterson (PA) 
Shadegg 
Towns 
Young (AK) 

b 2333 

Mr. BOEHLERT and Mr. LINDER 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the resolution was not agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated against: 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, due to a death 

in the family, I was unable to vote on H. Res. 
571. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, 
I was unable to be present for the vote on 
final passage of H. Res. 571, the resolution 
that calls for an immediate withdrawal of our 
troops from Iraq. I strongly oppose this resolu-
tion and its underlying sentiment. Had I been 
present I would have voted ‘‘nay’’ on H. Res. 
571. 

f 

PREDISASTER MITIGATION PRO-
GRAM REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2005 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure be discharged from further 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4324) to 
amend the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 
to reauthorize the predisaster mitiga-
tion program, and for other purposes, 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California). Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 4324 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Predisaster 
Mitigation Program Reauthorization Act of 
2005’’. 
SEC. 2. PREDISASTER HAZARD MITIGATION. 

Section 203(m) of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5133(m)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and inserting ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2008’’. 
SEC. 3. STUDY REGARDING COST REDUCTION. 

Section 209 of the Disaster Mitigation Act 
of 2000 (42 U.S.C. 5121 note; 114 Stat. 1571) is 
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